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Sr Joun’s Gospet differs from the Synoptics in two 
special features. The first is a uniformly homely diction, 
reproducing in thirty-one instances demotic Modern 
Greek ; whereas the Synoptical language is tainted in the 
ease of St Mark and St Matthew with the inconsistencies 
inherent in all compilations, and in the case of St Luke 
with would-be classicisms and Septuagint peculiarities. 
Its second feature is an acquaintance with some historical 
facts, as is indicated in my comments on 3-25. 10-7. 
12-15. 14-2. 17-15. 18-8. 18-10. 18-15, 19-24, 19-34. 20-2. 
21-20. 


These Notes will be followed soon, I hope, by others 
dealing with St Luke and the Acts. 
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Nobis et ratio et res ipsa centum codicibus potiores sunt. 
BENTLEY 


La critique ne connait pas de textes infaillibles; son premier 
principe est d’admettre dans le texte qu’elle étudie la possibilité 
dune erreur, RENAN 


ST JOHN 


1-1. 6 Adyos Hy mpds Tov Gedy. The word abode near, or by the side, 
of God. Practically the same as 1-18 6 povoyerijs vids 6 dv eis rdv 
KoArov Tov zarpos and Rom.8-34 bs eorw ev deta tod watpds. For 
mpos With accusative = by the side of cf. Acts 5-10 @aav (abriv) rpos 
tov avépa airfs. Also 4 Kings 10-15 aveBiBacev aitov rpds abrov émt 
TO appa, ete. 

1-4. qv 15 Gs Tav avOpdrwy, kai Td dds ev TH okoTia paiver Kal 3} 
okotia até od katéAhaBev. That Christ was the eternal light of man- 
kind formed of course the foundation of a Christian’s belief; and 
what could have prompted our Evangelist in addressing other 
Christians to affirm that darkness—the darkness of sin—did not 
overtake Christ, as if such an eventuality were conceivable? That is, 
however, what our text does by saying aird. It was men who walked 
in the darkness of sin, and by his advent Christ enlightened them and 
prevented their being overwhelmed thereby. The correct reading is 
therefore not aird, but airovs, namely tovs advOpurovs, as corroborated 
by 12-35 wepurareire ds TO Pas ExeTE iva py oKoTia twas KatadaByn and 
12-46 das cis Tov Kdopov éA7jAvOa va was 6 mioTEvuv eis Eve Ev TH OKOTIC. 
py peivyn. It is possible that 1Jn 1-5 6 Geos Pas €ore Kat cKoria év aire 
ovx éorw has been inspired by our passage, and that év aire represents 
airté; but its absurdity is there eliminated to some extent by not saying 
 oKoria ato ov KatéAaBev, but oxoria €v ait@ ovk éorw, which merely 
reaffirms that 6 Oeds das éorw. 

1-6. éyéveto dvOpwmos dmeotahpévos Trapd Qeo0, dvopa atte “lwdvyns. 
Burney looks upon this construction as an Aramaism. But Pernot has 
disproved this view by directing to Odys.1,366 Oiris euol ye dvopa. 
Add Herod.1-179 égori 8 dAAN TOAIs aréxovTa 6KTH THEpewv Gddv amd 
BaBvAdvos, “Is otvoya airy. "Evda éote rotapos od péyas, “Is kal 7d 
rorapea To otvoua. 205 yuvy tov Macoayeréwv Bacirea, Toprpis ot jv 
ovvoua. Euseb. EH.2-23 tov ddeAdoy "Inood, “IdxwBos dvopa air, 3-4 
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"Apeorayirnv éxeivov, Avovictos dvoya airg. 4-11 ddAov twa, Mapxos 
airé dvona, The variant @ dvoya air “Iwdvvys is a more frequent 
construction, but here less probable. 

1-13. ot odk é& aipdtwy, oddé éx OeAnpatos capKds obSé éx OedypaTos 
dvBpds, GAN’ ek Oeod éyervyPnoav. The statement that believers were not 
born in a carnal way is false, nor do I find such a peculiar theory 
advanced anywhere else in the Gospels; it was after they believed in, 
and by their baptism acknowledged, Jesus as the Messiah that men 
became God’s adopted children. The true position is represented by 
the variant ds... éyevv7j6y, by which in accordance with sense it is to 
Jesus alone that an immaculate birth is attributed. The relative Os 
refers to 7d dvoua airod, which is a periphrastic equivalent of airdr ; 
cf, 2-23 ériarevoay cis TO dvopa aitod = «is airy, etc. 

é€ aizdrwy. The plural instead of the singular as referring to a 
statement repeatedly mentioned. I have dealt with this idiom in my 
note on Rom.13-13. 

éx Oedjpatos dvdpés. Practically a repetition of ex OeAnuaros wapkos. 
But in Nativ.Mar.4-1 we have sine virili commizione virgo generabit, 
which possibly was borrowed from here. If so, its author must have 
found éx piypatos dvdpos. 

1-16. 6r1—adtod. Equal to the genitive of a relative pronoun. 
Charles, in the Greek Versions of the Testaments of the Twelve 
Patriarchs, p. lv, and Burney, in the Aramaic Origin of the Fourth 
Gospel, p. 76, misconceive this idiom as a Semitism, and assume it 
as one of the proofs of both these works being but translations from 
the Aramaic; itis a proof of no value. Pernot, in reviewing Burney’s 
book in the Revue des Etudes grecques, Janvier—Mars 1924, p, 128, 
writes very much to the point as follows: ‘Aprés tout ce qu’on 
a écrit sur la construction of od« eiut ixavds kipas Adoat Tov tudvra 
Tov trodnudtwy avitod (Mk 1-7), on est surpris de la voir encore 
qualifiée @’hébraisme. Le gr.mod. coincide ici d’une facon frappante 
avec Vhébreu: zod est l’équivalent de ascher; Vhomme & qui j’ai 
dit = homme que (ascher ou od) je lui ai dit; la femme que 
(asher ou wrod) j’ai vu enfant d’elle, etc. Il s’agit 1A d’un phénoméne 
linguistique bien connu, et courant en frangais populaire par exemple 
{cf. Daudet, Lettres de mon moulin, Le Curé de Cucugnan: Les 
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gens de Cucugnan, que c'est moi qui suis leur prieur].’ This idiom is 
a legitimate one of the Greek language both in Hellenistic times and 
at present, and I have fully illustrated it myself in my note on 
Rom.8-29. I have explained there that Sr: represents an indeclinable 
conjunction which replaces relative pronouns in all their forms. 

ehdBopev xdpw dvtl xdpitos. It is possible to render we have 
received grace in succession to (another) grace, and expositors have 
produced a sufficient number of instances in support. But xapis 
must mean reprieve or redemption from sin, and it is against the 
whole Christian theory that anything before the advent of Christ 
redeemed us from sin. According to that theory men were in hope- 
less sin and doomed to condemnation and punishment, and Christ 
came to rescue them by substituting grace or reprieve for condemna- 
tion. Iread therefore éA\aBouev xapw avti Kpiwatos. For xptua = con- 
demnation see Dictionaries. 

1-21. & mpodytms ef od; No doubt, as pointed out by previous 
critics, the prophet meant is the one predicted by Moses and referred 
to in the 18th chapter of Deuteronomy. In full it would be 6 zpodyrys 
6 épxomevos eis TOV Koopov ; cf. 6-14. 

2-9. ds 8é éyedcato 6 dpxitpixAtvos Td USwp oivoy yeyernpévov kal odk 
nde 1d0ev Eotiy, ot S€ Sidkovor WSercay ot FvTAnKdTes Td Udwp, As the 
text stands it states that, although the dpyitpikAwos was at a loss to 
account for the presence of the good wine, the servants knew whence 
it came. If so, it is strange that they kept silent and left their chief 
in his bewilderment. An old translation, however, records et videntes 
factum mirabantur; this comports with the spirit of the passage, 
which is that everybody was puzzled, especially the servants who 
had actually just filled the vessels with water. Accordingly read 
iropovcav for 7decav. The suffix -ctoay as in Nehem.4-18 wKobo- 
povoay, etc. ; see Jannaris § 789. Probably also in Mk 11-14 instead 
of AKxovov of pabnrai we should read jrdpovv of pabyrat. 

2-10. éddcow. Inferior. Commentators aptly compare Hebr.7-7 ro 
2arrov ixd tod Kpeirrovos ebdoyeirat. In the same sense HermP. 3Vis. 
7-6 térw roAd éAdrrow, badly interpreted in the old Latin version by 
minore. Cf. Wisd.9-5 éAdcowv év cvuvecet, etc. 

2-11. tavryy émoincev dpxi. A variant, which is strongly attested, 
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gives riv dépyjv. What does the article represent? It is probably 
a remnant of mporyv, the text originally reading rpdtyv dpyyy. 
Such a reading is actually recorded in the old Latin versions as 
primum initiwm, and the Sinaiticus likewise adds zpdryv, though 
placed after Tadu\aéas. And similarly Epiphanius (see Tischendorf) 
mparov onpeiov. This combination is preserved in MGk in the verb 
mpwrapxicw, registered by Vlakhos. 

2-21. wept Tod vaod tod owpatos adtod. This is against normal 
usage, which would omit the first article; see Cobet, Var. Lect., 
pp. 164 and 532. The same peculiarity in 8-44 é« rod marpos rod dua- 
Bodov éoré, but a variant drops the article before zarpos, and Origen 
(see Tischendorf) remarks ‘ dyi(Bodov cirep cipyto 70 rpotepov apOpov.’ 

2-23. woddol émlatevcay eis Td dvona adTod Sewpodvres aitod Ta 
onpeta & emote.’ adtés Se 6 “Inoods otk emictevey adrdv (read with 
several Mss é€autév) adtots 81d 7d adtdv ywedoKew mdvTas, Kal OTL ob 
xpelav etxey tva tis paptupyon tepl Tod avOpdmov. The force of dia 
having been misunderstood has led to the corruption of the text. It 
is here a preposition of purpose. Sophocles v. dvd § 6 ‘dua ro with the 
infinitive = iva with its appropriate mood. Jos. Ant.9-4-5, p. 482 
dua TO Kotor Tpds TO Hevyeww eivar = Wvadour. Epiph.1-956¢ dd 70 etvar 
=itva 7. Apophth.292c dia 7rd edAoynOnval we = iva eddroynbetnv. 
Leont.Cypr.1741la dua 7d Kowaofar. Anast.Sin.709d. Mal.388 da 
TO Tos dépas Pyol ahAdéu, for a change of air, says he. Epiph. 
Antec.3-7-3, p. 580 61a 70 maow elvat tpddnrov = Wa ein.’ The last 
example is identical in sense with our dia 16 ywdoxew zavras. This 
usage is also illustrated by Jannaris § 1522.) The context further 
demands éziorov instead of éxiorevev, cf. 2 Mac.7-24 80 dpxwv éxiorov. 
The drift of the whole passage now is that many believed on Jesus on 
the strength of his miracles and urged him in his own interest to re- 
veal his divinity to the general public also by the performance of 
further miracles ; cf. 7-3 Uraye eis tiv “Iovdaiay tva Kal of pabytal cov (?) 
Gewpnowor Ta épya cov & zoreis. But he refused to comply and would 
not explicitly assert himself, for (xadrv) indeed he needed no one’s 
testimony and cared (see my note on Apoc. 3-17) not if none understood 
who he was. 


1 See also my note on Rom, 3-25. 
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2-25. kal 6m. Read xafdr, as emended by Holwerda. I had 
myself made the same guess independently, 

3-4. was Sdvatar avOpwros yevynOyvar yépwy dv; So far as I am 
aware, no scholar has taken exception to yépwy dy; but its absurdity 
ought to be clear. Jesus had just said that to see the kingdom of God, 
i.e. to secure communion with God, one must be reborn, the point 
insisted upon being a rebirth, meaning a spiritual birth. To this it 
is a rational answer on the part of Nicodemus, who did not under- 
stand the point of the spiritual birth, to ask: What dost thou mean 
by saying that a man must be born anew? how is that possible ? 
But as the text stands Nicodemus makes the mad retort that, so far 
as an old man is concerned, he cannot be born at all. The primitive 
reading, however, was not yépwv dv but dvwhev. It is preserved in an 
old Latin version, which gives denuo (= dvw6ev, anew, cf. Gal.4-9 
madtw avobey dovrevew OéAere), and in the conflate reading of two 
Greek Mss, which give avwSe yépwv ov. 

3-5. édv py tis yevynOy e§ Uatos Kal mvevpatos. A regeneration by 
water or baptism is beside the point here. Nicodemus was arguing 
concerning a material birth as though such a birth had been suggested, 
and Jesus corrects him by pointing out that he had not referred toa 
material but a spiritual birth. Had our Lord’s thought been that a 
regeneration by water was equally indispensable, he would have 
repeated it in v. 8 (where é«x rod véaros of some Mss is an evident 
intrusion). Baptism in course of time became a rite ofsuch supreme 
importance as a proof of conversion, that véaros was interpolated 
here—as it also was in vy. 6 and 8—so that baptism might appear an 
injunction of the Lord ; see my note on 6-51. 

3-21. wordy thy ddjOecav. As explained in my note on 3-33 (see 
also on 14-17), dA7jGea is a synonym of dixaoctvy, &yvootvy, righteous- 
ness, holiness. So that rowdy rHv dAjGeav = epydrys Tis Sixavoovvys 
= Sixavos épydrys ; the reverse of 8-34 roby riv dpapriay and Lk 13- 
27 épyarat ddcxias. 

3-25. éyéveto obv Eytnois ek Tov pabytav "lwdvvou peta “loudatou. 
Bentley’s emendation pera ray “Iycod is certain. This was one of the 
disputes so prevalent between rival Rabbinic schools. The point in 
dispute was as to which was the Prophet predicted (see my note on 
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1-21), who possessed the right to baptize and consequently to remit 
sins, The Baptist’s disciples had maintained that this was their 
master’s privilege, and they probably went so far as to claim in his 
favour Messiahship ; cf. v. 28, where the Baptist vehemently protests 
that all along he had been making it clear that he was not the Mes- 
siah, and this protest must have been in answer to the claim advanced 
by his disciples. Our Gospel by appealing to this, the Baptist’s own, 
testimony, as well as to that in 1-20 apoddynce kal ovk Apvycuto, Kal 
wporAdynoev Ott ovK ipl eyo 6 Xprords, repudiates the pretentions of his 
school, and in 4-1 jxoveav of Papiraion dtu Incods wAclovas pabyras 
mot Kat Bamriler 7 “Iwavvys further supports its own version by 
pointing out that the public favoured Jesus in this matter; cf. also 
10-41 roAXoi 7AGov rpods adrov (Tov “Incotv) Kal eAeyov Ore “Iwavyys pev 
onpelov eroincey ovdev, tavta dé daa cixev Iwdvvys rept TovTov (rod “In- 
cod) ddnO7A Hv, Kal woAXOl éxicrevoay cis aitov. This version, being sup- 
ported with a certain amount of heat in 10-41 by “Iwdvyns pév onpetiov 
éxoinoev ovdev, and still more emphatically in 1-20 by apoddyyce kat 
ovK Npvijcato, Kal dwodsynoev Ort ovK cil eyo 6 Xpiords, indicates that 
the altercation had not yet subsided by the time of the composition 
of this Gospel, That the two schools ran concurrently for some con- 
siderable time is proved by the case of Apollos, who, when according 
to Acts 18-24 ff. and 19-3 ff. he was at Ephesus and Corinth, referred 
to John’s baptism as if it were still practised. Their antagonism is 
passed over in silence by Luke in the Acts, but is probably disclosed 
in 1 Cor.1-12 éxacros tpav A€yer "Ey® pev cit Tavdov, eyo de’ AmodAd. 
Our Evangelist in saying (in 4-22) that Jesus himself was not baptiz- 
ing confirms, as we should have expected, that our Lord himself kept 
aloof from these wrangles. 

The alteration of the text must have been effected when Christians 
came to absorb the Baptist as one of their saints and were loath to let 
it appear that there ever existed anything but cordial relations between 
him and Jesus; tothis points the Baptist’s exaltation in Mt 11-7 ff. 
The original change was pera “Iovdaiwy, a reading which is very 
strongly attested, to the extent that Tischendorf says ‘ pari antiqui- 
tate praestat lectio Iovdaiwy ;’ but I suppose the singular number was 
finally adopted from a desire to show that it was but a single casual 
individual who presumed to question the rights of Jesus, 
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kaBapiopod. A synonym of baptism. 

3-29. 6 éotyKds Kal dxodwy adtod. Exactly as in MGk od (= 3s) 
oréxet kal Tov dxover, Where oréxec does not denote that the listener is 
actually standing, but it is added to show that the listening is done 
attentively and patiently, i.e. without any sign of the listener with- 
drawing or even moving. 

3-31. 6 Gv éx THs ys Ex THS yHs €or’. An extraordinary truism. But 
the Sinaiticus and Latin versions give éi rijs ys éorl, and this no 
doubt is the original reading, effecting a contrast between him who, 
originating from heaven and being spiritual, stands high above all and 
him who, originating from the earth and being yyivos or xoixds, lingers 
below upon the earth. The sentiments and utterances of this yoixds 
are conformably yoixad; or terrena, as Tertullian interprets, his text 
further on probably giving ra rijs ys AaAet and not ékx tTHs yijs Nadel. 

3-33. 6 AaBdv adrod thy paptuplay éoppdyioer Sti 6 Oeds AAnOs eotiv. 
This is surely absurd; how could possibly a man be imagined whose 
endorsement is necessary to prove the righteousness of God? The text 
is corrupt, and we should read éodpayurev aitov 6 beds dru dAnOrs 
éoriv. Jesus means that whoever does not repudiate him or his word 
receives God’s seal or affirmation that he is a righteous man. To the 
same effect in 6-27 Jesus says that whoever accepts his meat or gos- 
pel receives God’s seal or approval. Probablyit was the unusual syntax 
of 6 Aa Boy instead of rov AaGovra that brought about the corruption. 
Such a syntax, however, is not uncommon ; cf. Apoc.3-12 6 vixaéy roujow 
aitov. 3-216 vixdy décw aire, 6-8 6 Kabjpevos éravw aitod dvoua aite 
6 Odvatos. Lk 12-36 iva éXGovtos avoi~wow air, etc. 

3-33. d&dnOys. A synonym of dikaos, dyvos, righteous, holy. In my 
note on Rom.3-7 I have stated ‘dA7jGea. From the context it is clear 
that dA7Gea is here employed in the same sense as dcxatocvvny in V. 5. 
Apparently a Hebraism; cf. Ps.24-10 édeos kai dAjGea. See also my 
notes on 3-21. 14-17. 15-26. Cf. Lk 16-11. Also 2 Kings 2-6 roumjoat 
kipios eO Suav edeos Kal dAyGeav. Tob.13-6 rorjoa evatiov airod 
(rod Kupiov) adyGear, etc.’ 

3-34. 08 yap ék pétpou Si8wor 75 mvedpa. For Christ, God’s messenger, 
does not mete out the Holy Spirit in short or bad measure, but in a 
measure ordOpwoy Kat dixoov (Proy.16-11) ; he receives God’s words, in 
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which the divine spirit is embodied, and retails them to mankind in 
their exact form. 

éx pétpou. I.e. ev kaxouerpia; cf. Oxyr. Pap. No. 1447. 

4-6. éxabéleto odtws émt tH yy. C.S. Jerram in the ‘ Guardian ’ of 
2nd Sept. 1900 writes as follows: ‘As regards the sense of o’tws in 
Mk 2-7, noted in your review of Pallis’s book, allow me to mention a 
similar use of the word in John 4-6 éxaOéero otrws éri 7H rnyq, he sat 
thus or as he was (R.V. margin) at the well. The idea conveyed is that 
of an easy unrestrained attitude, such as a tired traveller might 
assume. This usage of ovrws is also classical: for instances see Lid- 
dell and Scott. In Latin sic is similarly used, especially in the phrase 
sic temere, as in Hor. Od.2-11-14. I think that in the account of St 
Paul’s shipwreck in the Acts, in the verse translated strake sail and 
so were driven, ovrws might well be rendered at random. If so, this 
may serve as another instance of the same usage.’ Cf. also Lucian, 
Scyth.5 owe yépovra ottws dnpotixds éoradpévov. Asin.20 bd ré ofrw 
Kabélyn Kat ov rapackevales dpictov; The same usage obtains in MGk. 

my. A well. So in MGk ryyddu(or). 

4-7. metv. Some of our earliest witnesses give weiy, a form adopted 
by Tischendorf, who shows from Herodianus its genuineness; it 
occurs also in Oxyr. Pap. No. 1353. It probably represents ziety with 
the vowels in synizesis. 

4-11. ote dvtAnpa exers Kal Td ppéap éotl Badd: wdbev odv Zxers Td 
USwp 7d Lav; The emphasis falls upon 76 av, the woman arguing that 
Jesus could not supply water so superior to that from the well, since 
that well and that water were given by the patriarch Jacob himself, 
a superior man to Jesus. But D and the Sinaiticus, as well as other 
witnesses, do not record otv, thus making the woman’s question a 
direct answer to the foregoing ddwxev dv cou Udwp Cov. It would then 
appear that the words ovre dvrAqya Exes kal 7d ppéap éort Bald were 
originally absent. When added, it is these words that are emphasized, 
and the emphasis is then quite pointless. 

4-35. én tetpdpnvos €or kat 6 Oepropds Epxetar., Read dpi for éru. Now 
as the fourth month of the year (counting from springtime), and the har- 
vest therefore is at hand. No satisfactory sense can be elicited with ér. 

4-36. 6 Oepilov proddy AapBdver. The reaper pucOotrar (passively, 
see Liddell and Scott), takes up a job, is engaged to reap. 
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4-38. eis tov Kétov adrdv eicehnAUOare. Probably eis rov rorov. You 
have taken, or usurped, their place. Cf, Acts 1-25 AaBety tov Troy THs 
diaxovias. 1 Cor.14-16 dvarAypadv tov térov rod Wudrov. In Gal. 6-2 
avarAnpwoere Tov vojov ToD Xpiorod read probably rdv rorov. 

4-44, adtds yap 6 ‘Ingots euaprépyoey Ste mpodrmys ev TH iSia marpiBe 
Tipiy odk €xet. The difficulty ofthis passage has been noticed by both 
ancient and modern expositors, and several expedients have been 
resorted to in endeavouring to overcome it; all of them exceedingly 
far-fetched. The verse was originally a marginal comment meant to 
apply to v.42. The Samaritans believed in Christ, though least ex- 
‘pected to do so, and the commentator remarks that Jesus himself 
had already affirmed, as recorded in the Synoptics, that a prophet 
would not be received in his own country, implying that, if he were 
received anywhere, it would be among aliens, such as the Samaritans. 
Both airés and éuaprvpynoev add point to this explanation. 

5-2. €or 8é ev tois ‘lepovodvpors ert TH mpoBatixy KodkupPyPpa, 1 
émeyouern “EBpatotl Bnbecda, révte otods Exovoa. We should surely 
write with Theodore éxi ty zpoBatixy xodvuByOpa. Cf. Oxyr. Pap. 
No. 1151 6 eds zis tpoBarixys KoAvpByOpas. Similarly Josep. men- 
tions coAupBynbpay ddewv, otpovbiov, duvyddAov, etc. Byfecda was not 
the name of the coAupP7yOpa, since it means a house of mercy. It must 
have been the name of a shed divided into five compartments, and the 
compartments having no walls in front, as is often the case in the East, 
would appear as porches. This name Byfeoda, owing to its ending in-a, 
wastaken for a feminine noun; hence the dependent participle is in 
the feminine gender. The meaning is: Now in Jerusalem bythe Bath of 
the Sheep there is what in Hebrew is called ByOecda (i.e. a house of mercy 
which in Hebrew is called Bethesda), and this house has five porches. 

5-3. katéxerto TAHO0s Tav dabevodvTwr, TuUprav, Xwdav, Enpov, éxdexo- 
pévav THY TOU dSatos Kivnow... dvOpwmov odk exw, iva Stay tapaxOr Td 
Hwp Bary pe cis thy KodupPrOpay" ev & SE Epxopar ey, GAdos mpd pod 
xataBatver. In this passage we have to deal with two corruptions. 
The first corruption is xivyow, a misreading of kévwow, pouring out. 
The afflicted were lying about in the shed waiting for fresh water to 
be poured out into the bath, for the water of the previous day, being 
contaminated by leprous and other diseased bathers, would be renewed 
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every morning. Sophocles records several instances of xevow and kevwors 
as applied to contents emptied or poured out. Cf. also Cant.1-3 uvpov 
exxevwOev dvoua cov. This is an analogous usage to that of the English 
verb to empty. The second corruption is tapay6y, a misreading of 
rapaxvoy. Cf. Herod.4-75 ai yuvaixes tdwp rapaxéovea (for the purpose 
of bathing). In Oxyr. Pap. No. 1499 occurs the noun zapayvrns, mean- 
ing an attendant at the public baths, as Grenfell and Hunt explain, 
and another instance is recorded in Liddell and Scott from Athenaeus. 
So that drav rapaxv07 76 dwp Means when the water is poured out into 
the bath, rapayv6y being thus a synonym of cevw67. 

Now, when these two corruptions were committed, a miracle was 
imagined, and so the legend about an angel agitating the water was 
formed and interpolated into the text; but the legend is absent from 
several most important Mss. Some Mss omit also the words éxdexo- 
pevwv THV TOU Vdatos Kivnow, but these are indispensable, first because 
some reason had to be assigned for the presence of the diseased crowd 
at the bath, and secondly because the word xivyow formed the founda- 
tion of the legend. On the other hand, the clause in vy. 7 év © 6é €pXo- 
par €ya, dAXos mpd €uod xataBaive evidently belongs to the legend. 

5-5. tpidkovta dxte ern Exwv. Who had been thirty-eight years. Cf. 
Mart.Polyc.9 éydonKovta Kat &€ érn éxw Sovredwv, I have been serving 
these eighty-six years.’ This idiom is still current. Vlakhos in v. éyw 
‘aooov Katpov exere eis TAS AOnvas ; depuis quand étes-vous a Athénes 2’ 

5-17. 6 matyp pou ews dpti épydfetar, kayo épydLouar. My father works 
until now (i.e. all the week inclusive of the Sabbath) by making the 
sun rise, by raining, etc. Since he works incessantly not resting even 
on the Sabbath, so do I also work incessantly, following his lead. 

5-19, o8 Suvarar 6 vids movety Ad’ EauTod oddev, €dy ph Tu Bday Tov 
mwatépa movouvra. The meaning required is exactly what the English 
version gives, the son can do nothing of himself but what he seeth the 
father doing ; but this presupposes o 7: instead of 71, and 67 no doubt 
was the original reading. As it stands the text says that the son can 
do nothing of himself unless he sees the father doing something, which 
is out of the question. At Rom.14-14 I have shown that édy pi = ei 
py = adda; cf. Gal.2-16. 


* Several other examples in Sophocles y. éxw. 
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5-30. kabds dxodw xpivw. As J am instructed I judge. For dxovw as 
equivalent to diddoxouar, J am instructed, I learn as from an instruc- 
tor cf. Mk 4-24. Mt 5-21. Heb.2-1, and my notes on Jn 6-45. 8-38. 
Rom.10-17. On the last place I have commented as follows : ‘ axpoarat 
= disciples or pupils in Rom.2-13. Philos.6-5-42, ete. See Sophocles 
in Vv. dxovrya (= a lesson, discourse), dxovoris, dxpdacis. Thomas 
Robinson, The Evangelists and the Mishna, p. 27: “The expression 
to hear was used by the Jews as equivalent to receiving as a tradition.” 
In Greek, however, dxovw, being a synonym of akpo@mar, could simply 
be equivalent to receiving instruction without necessarily involving a 
reference to tradition. Cf. Jn 6-45 dxovoas rapa tod warps kal paddy.’ 

5-35. 70eAjoate. Peerlkamp inv. Manen’s Conjecturaal Kritiek otk 
(see my note on 5-46) 76cAnjoare. 

5-39, Soxette év adtais Lwihy aidvov é€xew. You think that by them you 
will obtain eternal life. I have pointed out in my note on Rom.1-13 
by numerous instances extending to classical times that dyew is often 
equivalent to cyeiv, AaBety (e. g. Mt 27-65 eyere Koverwdiav = AdBere 
xovorwotav). So is it in this passage ; the study of the Scriptures by 
the Jews had as its object the attainment of future life in heaven. 
For d0x@ (= éAvifw) with the aorist infinitive instead of with the 
future cf. Lk 6-34 éAmilere Aa Beir, etc. 

5-39. éxeivai eiow at paptupodca: rept éuod, kat od Oéhete EMety mpds 
pe tva Lwhy éxnte. A query should be marked after éyyre. The Scrip- 
tures bear witness that I am the Messiah; and since you are acquainted 
with this fact by your familiarity with the Scriptures, how is it that 
you are so ill-advised as not to come to me? 

5-44. wOs Suvacbe Gpets motedoat Sdfav mapa ddAnjAwv hapBavortes, 
Kal thy Sdgav Thy mapa Tod pdvou Geod od Cyretve ; There is something 
wrong in this sentence, for there is no logical connection between the 
two clauses. Perhaps rds dvvacGe ipets dd€av mapa ddAAnAwy AapBdvev 
cal tiv Sogav xrX. How is it possible for you, or any sane person, to 
prefer glory bestowed by another man, and not rather seek that glory 
which comes from God? I cannot, however, account for the intrusion 
of mictevoa. , 

5-46. et yap émorevete Muon, éematedete dv épol, Tept yap “ou eKetvos 


A , A a > a cop 
éypawer’ ei 8€ Tots EKE(VOU PALMA OU TLOTEVETE, THS TOLS EHOLS PILATE 
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motedcere; The sense required seems to me to be: I accuse you of not 
believing Moses, for if you did, you would believe me, whose advent 
he has foretold; if, however, you affirm that you believe his prophe- 
cies, how is it that you reject me and my words? Accordingly I should 
write «ef 8& rots éxelvou ypdppact muotevere, TOS Tots epols pypacw ov 
muorevere; The negative is lost, as it also seems to have been in 5-35. 
15 20. 21-12. Acts 18-25. 24-22. In my note on Rom.1-19 I have 
fully commented upon its very frequent loss. 

6-22. TH éravprov 6 dxdos 6 EoTHKas wépay Tis Paddoons cldov dre 
moudprov GANo ovK Hy eked et pi) Ev, Kal Ort ob cuverafOe Tots padynTais 
abtod 6 "Ingots eis TS TAotov, GANG pdvor ol paPyTal avTod dwANOov KTH. 
The passage is very intricate and somewhat disturbed, but the import 
is clear. What is meant is that, though the multitude had noticed 
that the disciples alone left on the previous day in the only boat then 
available, and Jesus therefore, they thought, ought to be on their own 
side by the lake, still, not finding him and thinking perhaps of another 
possible miracle,they went across to search for him whither they knew 
that his disciples had gone. The difficulty of the passage is increased 
by the article ot having dropped out before e?dov ; without its addition 
the text reads as if it were on the morrow that the disciples saw that 
there had not been another boat. 

6-26. Lnretré pe odx Orr eldere onpeta, GAN Stu epdyete. The multi- 
tude is taunted with having searched out the Lord in the hope of being 
fed over again. That is why he tells them not to concern themselves 
with material feeding. 

6-27. épydteode ph thy Bpdow thy droddupevyy, GANG Thy Bpaow Thy 
pévougay els Lwiy aidviov, iy 6 ulds Tod dvOpdrou Suiv 8dceu TodToy yap 
6 matip éoppdyioev, 6 Veds. Owing to its proximity to vids, rodrov by 
a misapprehension has been supposed by previous commentators to 
mean the son. But it seems to me that we have to deduce its force 
from épydleoGe tiv Bpdow rH pevoveay ; Todrov is the man who works 
for meat that abideth unto eternal life, and thus receives from God 
the seal of righteousness. See my note on 3-33. 

6-32. of Moors edwkev piv Tov dptov ék Tod odpavod, dA’ 6 TaTHp pou 
Siswow spiv tov dptov €k Tod odpavod tov dAnOvdv. There is something 
amiss in this passage. It is an answer to v.31 oi TATEpEs NUGV TO 
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pavva épayov ev TH épyuw, and by saying od Moos édwxev that fact is 
denied, though it is admittedly true. Besides, if the intention of the 
Evangelist was to say that the bread in the desert was not supplied 
by Moses but by God, we should have had not SéSwow but wxev; nor 
was there any occasion for objecting that Moses did not give the bread, 
since the multitude had not mentioned Moses at all. The error lies in 
ov, which originally was ei, and this occurring so often as an equiva- 
lent of ot (cf. Mk 8-12 «i S06yjoerar where Origen‘ ei, rovréorw ov,’ etc.) 
gave place to ov. By substituting <i we get this meaning, that, though 
you have once received bread from above as you have just men- 
tioned (that bread which according to the Scriptures Moses gave you) 
still the real and true bread from heaven is that given by my father. 
For ei—d\\a = ei xai—dAda ef. Plat. Soph.254¢ ei uy radon capynvela 
duvdpeba AaBeiv, aX’ odv Aoyou ye évdeeis pndev yryvdpeba, etc. See 
Stallbaum, Plat. Phaed.91b. 

6-39. may 6 8€3wxe = zavtas ods dedwxe. So also in 17-24. 

6-45. was 6 dxodcas mapd tod matpds Kat pabdv. Every one who, 
having received instruction from the father, has learnt. For the sense 
of dxovew = to be instructed see my note on 5-30. The proof that this 
is the meaning lies in the preceding é:daxroi. 

6-51 to 58. édv tes Sdyn ék TovTou Tod dptou, {yaetar eis Tov aidva: 
Kal 6 dptos 8 dv éyd Sdcw 2 odp§ pod éotw bmép THs Tod Kéopou Lwis. 
52 *Eudxorto odv mpds adAnAous of “loudator Aéyovtes Mds Sdvarat obTos 
piv Sodvar Thy cdpka payetv; 53 Etmev odv adtots 6 “Ingots “Apiy dpi 
héyw spiv, dy ph pdynte thy odpka tod viod tod dvOpdmou Kal inte 
attod Td atwa, odk éxete Lwhy €v éautois. 54 ‘O tpdywv pou Thy odpKa 
kal tivey pou Td atya exer Lwhy aidvov, kat éyh dvacriow adtov ev TH 
éoxdtn tépa. 55 “H yap odp§ pou adnOrs éott Bpdars kal 7d atyd pou 
Gdns éote técts. 56 ‘O tpdywv pou Thy odpKa Kal mivwy pou TO aipa év 
pot péver, Kay év aitd. 57 Kabas dméotehé pe 6 Cav warhp, Kaya £6 
Sid Tov watépa. Kal 6 tpdywv pe, KdKetvos Lioerar 80 ees 58 ovTds €or 
5 dptos 6 ék Tod odpavod kataBds. The sentiments embodied in these 
yerses are similar to those expressed by Luke in his account of the 
Last Supper. But at that place there was an intelligible occasion for 
referring to the blood, that of the wine at the supper; here no such 
occasion exists. It is remarkable moreover that up to v. 51 Jesus, in 
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speaking of himself, confines his remarks to the heavenly bread only 
and no mention is made of the blood ; the point of the blood only ap- 
pears at v.53, but disappears again at v.58. So that Ihave no doubt 
that vv. 53 to 56 are an interpolation intruded by a theologian after 
the Eucharist had become established as a most momentous rite of the 
liturgy (see my note on 3-5). But the interpolation starts from kai 6 
dpros of v.51, for the words which follow that verse hang with 
vv. 53 ff.; andit extends to 6 éx rod otpavod xcataPBas of v. 58, whose 
writer has missed the theme, which does not concern merely the bread 
but the living bread. From ov xa6ws éfayor of v. 58 the text links up 
quite naturally with Cycerat eis tov aidva of v.51. 

6-61. eidag Sé 6 "Inaods ev EauTa Str yoyydLoucr Tepi ToUTou ot pobyTal 
aitod. D gives eidas d¢ 6 “Incods drt ev éuvtois yoyyvlovar rept TovTov ot 
pabyrai avrod, which is a better reading. The disciples were discuss- 
ing the matter év éavrois, i.e. among themselves and apart from Jesus, 
not wishing their master to hear that any doubts of his word had 
crossed their minds ; had they not been discussing apart, the Evange- 
list would not have said that Jesus understood (cidas) their murmurs, 
but that he heard (dxovoas) them, Similarly Mt 9-3 twes trav ypappa- 
téwy elroy év Eavtots Ottos BAacdypet. Kat cidws 6 Incods tas evOupnoers 
aitov elrev. Mk 2-8 értyvois 6 Tycois ort ottws diadoyifovrar ev Eavrois, 
Aeyer adrois. 

6-63. odk wedet. Ls no good. This signification of adede? is pre- 
served in MGk in the form deda or deAder. Vlikhos v. herd ‘aird Sev 
eda tirore, cela ne vaut rien.” So in Mt 27-24 idwy dé 6 WuAdros dre 
ovdev adhered = and when Pilate saw that it was no good, that it was 
useless. Similarly Lucian. Somn.3 otdév ddeXdos. 

7-3. Umaye eis Thy “loudatay iva kat of pabyntal cou Sewpyowor Ta Epya 
gov. The words kat ot pabyrai cov cannot be genuine. As shown in 
v. 4, Jesus was not urged to show his works or miracles to his disci- 
ples, who naturally knew them, since it was on the strength of the 
miracles that he had secured their adherence; he was urged to make 
his works known to the world, namely, to the general public of Ju- 
daea. In fact, v.7 shows that the people among whom he was to 
appear were such as would hate him, consequently not his disciples. 
The third person plural Gewpycwor has an impersonal subject ; but 
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this not having been understood, theologians sought to complete the 
sentence bythe addition of a personal subject. Hence the original read- 
ing kal éxe? Oewpryjowor Was altered into xal of Habnral cov Gewpyjowor. 

7-19. ob Mwors edwxev Sutv Tov Nowov; Kal odSels &é& Sudv moved tov 
Nopoy. An anachronism. It was in later times, when the controversy 
with regard to circumcision was raging and the Jews were insisting 
upon conformity to the Mosaic Law, that the argument was devised 
of the Jews themselves not conforming to the Law, since by the de- 
struction of Jerusalem they could no longer continue the prescribed 
sacrifices which according to the Law should be performed exclusively 
there. This point is touched upon in Gal.5-3, equally an anachronism, 
and constituted one of the favourite arguments of the Apologists with 
which they imagined they could confound the Jews. It will also be 
noticed that the above words have no connection either with what pre- 
cedes them or with what comes after; whereas ri pe Cyreire droxretvar 
naturally follows the protest of Jesus that he had done no wrong. 

7-21. €v Epyov éroinoa kal mdvtes Oaupdtere. The work meant must 
naturally be the miraculous cure of the paralytic as told in ch. 5, at 
whichthe Jews were astonished and indignant because it had been per- 
formed on a sabbath; and here also in vv. 22 and 23 the argument 
runs upon the Jewish objection to a performance on the sabbath. But 
in the above sentence this essential point is ignored, and Jesus speaks 
as if the Jews objected to his ever doing any work at all. The Syr. Sin., 
however, adds in your sight after éxoijoa, and possibly in the place 
of in your sight there once occurred a lacuna, which originally was 
occupied by ev caBParw, but which the scribe of the Sinaiticus or of 
one of its archetypes filled in by what he regarded as plausibly fitting 
the context. 

7-23. Sdov avOpwirov by érotnoa. Battier in v. Manen’s Conjec- 
turaal Kritiek conjectures ywAov for ddov. 

7-24. ph kpivete kat oy, dAAG THY Sikaiav Kplow Kpivare. Judge not 
by appearances, but render a fair judgment. Wetstein had aeeany 
very aptly compared from Lysias ot« d£iov ax’ dfews, & Bovdy, ovre 
purely ote puceiv ovdéva, GAN’ éx TOY epywv oKoreiy. Cf. also Prov.24-38 
aide Gar rpoowrov év Kpice ov xadov. A comparison of these two ex- 
amples makes the synonymity of rpdcwrov and oww safe. But we 
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might further compare 1Kings 16-7 py éruBrabys ext rHv ow adrod, 
dre dvOpwros Swerat eis rpdcwrov, 6 dé Geds dWerau eis kapdiav. So that 
the above sentence is similar to Mt 22-16 dAyOis «fl, ov yap Brérets eis 
mpdcwrov évOparwv, and Lk 20-21 dp6ds réyes Kal SiddoKers Kal ov 
AapBdves tpdcwrov. Jesus asks his objectors to judge him fairly and 
not to be guided by his modest social position. Akin to this is Gal. 
2-6, where Paul writes to the effect that in his sight the authority of 
the Apostles stood high in spite of the fact that once they were fisher- 
men and socially humble people. 

Apparently this injunction of treating humble people not with dis- 
regard but fairly had become proverbial. Cf. Deut.1-16 xpivare dixaiws, 
ovk emiyvooy mpocwmov ev Kpice KaTa TOV pLKpoV Kal KaTd TOV péyaV. 
Isa.11-3 od kata tiv ddav Kpwet ovde Kata tTHv adiay eA€yEer, GALA 
Kpwel tareww Kpiow. These two last examples quoted by Wetstein. 

7-28. kdpe oidate Kat oidare méOev eivi. In 8-19 Jesus declares the 
contrary by saying ovre éueé oidate ovte Tov Tatépa jrov. The correct 
reading therefore must have been kaye qderre, ei Odette 7OOe eipi, in 
accordance with what follows in 8-19 «i éué dere, kal Tov rarépa 
pov noetre dy. For the omission of dv in the apodosis cf. 8-39 ei téxva Tod 
’"ABpadpu eore (Hote ?), Ta Epya Tod APpadp eroreire. 9-33, etc. In my 
note on Rom.9-3 I have referred to Blaydes, Arist. Ran.866, where it 
is seen that the omission of dv dates back to classical times. 

dm épauTod obk é\nduba, GAN eat aAnOivds 6 wewas pe. Probably 
éAnjAvOa is a misreading of éAdAnoa. Cf. 7-17 am éeuavtod add, 
8-44 ék rav idiwy Aade?. The sentence aA’ eotw aAnOwos 6 wéwbas pe 
is a concise equivalent (see my note on Rom.1-8) to dAN ék rod wéu- 
Wavrds pe, Os €otw GAnOwds; so that the whole clause, if my suggestion 
were introduced, would be the same as 12-49 é& éuavrod oix éAdAnoa, 
GAN’ 6 réuas pe TaTIp, adrds pow evToAnv Sédwxe Ti AaAjow. Similarly 
in 16-13 it is said of the Holy Ghost that od Aadyjoe: ad’ éavtod, adN’ 
doa dxovoe Aadyoe.. Cf. also 8-26 roAAa exw wept tudv adety, GAN’ 6 
mréeuas we GANOys eotw, Kayo & HKovea Tap’ aitod, Tatra AaAG eis Tov 
koopov. Possibly éA7Avfa was introduced as forming an antithesis to 
méepias. 

7-29, wap adrod eiut. The Sinaiticus gives rap’ ait eiui, and the 
Syriac Sinaiticus rap’ air nny, which is a much better reading. Cf. 
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1-1 6 Adyos Hy pds Tov Hedy. 17-5 rH SdEq7 elyov rapid col. The Syr. Sin. 
variant is not recorded by v. Soden, and Baljon goes so far as not even 
to mention rap’ airé. I am at a loss to understand what purpose their 
masses of material serves, more especially v. Soden’s ponderous accumu- 
lation, if readings which, to say the least, are plausible or possible are 
thus arbitrarily ignored. Tischendorf’s is still our best register of 
variations, being not only accurate and objective but also lucid. 

7-38. 6 muotevwy eis ene, Kabds elrev x ypadt, moTapol ék THs KoLAlas 
attToU pevcouow USatos Lavros. It is wonderful that éx ris kotAdasadrod, 
which verges on the grotesque, should have been calmly accepted as 
rational for so long. It has been defended by various expedients; one 
is that xowdas stands for xapddas. It certainly does in the Septua- 
gint (cf. Proy.20-27. Sir.19-12, etc.), that is, in a translation made 
hurriedly by incompetent hands, and therefore made literally ; its 
occurrence in such a work does establish its use in Hebrew, but an 
author writing in original Greek, however poor he might be, could 
never have employed xovAia for kapdia. What could have tempted him 
to do so? Would a sane person speaking or writing in English, where 
belly and heart are terms designating two distinct common organs, as 
is equally the case in Greek, say belly and mean heart ? 

The allusion evidently is to Ps.77-16 di€ppyte rérpav ev épypw kal 
érorisev avtovs ws év aBicow TrodAy, Kal é&yyayey Vowp ex Térpas Kal 
KaTyyayev @S ToTapovs dara, combined with Isa.48-21 vdwp éx wérpas 
éfd£er aitois, cxucOnoerar TéTpa Kat puncerar Vdwp. Our Evangelist has 
taken zorayol from zorapovis of the Psalmist and fevcovow from puy- 
cera: of Isaiah, Further, in these passages the chief marvel is that 
the flow of water emerged éx zérpas, as likewise in Exod.17-6 zara- 
ers rHv wérpav Kal é&ehevoerat e airs Udwp. Neh.9-15 tdwp é« wérpas 
efjveyxas atrois. Ps.113-8 rod orpépavros tiv wérpay cis Niwas tddrwv 
Kal THVv akpoTomov eis mnyas bddrov. Wis.11-4 6066 adrois é« mérpas 
dxporépov towp Kal iawa diys éx AGov oxdypod. Thus, the quotation in 
our passage would be deficient in point ifit did not include éx zrérpas, 
of which however é« rjs is probably a remnant. As regards xovdXéas, 
the only word in the above passages which might be so misread is 
oxAnpod of Wis.11-4. I correct therefore rorapoi éx wérpas oxAnpas 
air@ (the dative as in Isa.48-21. Neh.9-15. Wis.11-4 above quoted) 
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pevcovow. I would paraphrase thus: To him who believes in me, (in 
the words of the Scriptures) rivers of living water will flow out. The 
quotation was from memory, and therefore should not be taken liter- 
ally, but applied in a form so altered as to suit the sentence which 
it illustrates ; of this peculiarity I have cited several examples in my 
note on Rom.3-4. 

7-39. toiTo Sé etme mepl tod mvedpatos ktA. A comment upon éx ris 
kotAlas adrod pevcovow in its corrupt state. The verse therefore is 
spurious. 

7-41. Mh yap ék THs Fadthalas 6 Xpiords Epxerars Mz) yap is still alive 
in MGkas pyydpr or pyydpis. Vlakhos ‘ wnydpr tov €ida; est-ce que je Vat 
ou? comme sije l’avais vu.’ It is registered by Sophocles in v. uu), who 
explains ‘the answer expected being no.’ In English it would be ex- 
pressed as nearly as possible by But has anybody ever heard of such a 
thing as that Christ comes from Galilee ? 

7-53. The beautiful story of the adulteress, one of the gems of the 
New Testament, is absent from a great many documents. It is not hard 
to discover the reason why. The answer of our Lord otde éys oe xata- 
kpivw must have appeared monstrous to hypocrites and sticklers for 
propriety. 

8-25. elev abtots 6 ‘Inoods Thy dpxhy Ort (or 6 Tr) kal AaAG Syiv. The 
meaning of rnv dpxnyv is still a puzzle; the interpretations so far given 
are unconvincing. The next words 6 ti xal AaAG sipiv are probably the 
prototype of the MGk current phrase aird zod cas Aw = what I tell 
you (it is what I tell you and nothing else), which often disputants 
in Greece employ when they wish to reassert their opinions without 
further discussion. 

8-33. dmexpiOycav. As the text stands the subject must be the men 
who had believed Jesus. But the language of the following verses, in 
which a charge is preferred of enslavement to sin, is so severe that 
it could not possibly be addressed to believers. I suspect therefore 
that before dzexpi@noav a section has been lost, where hostile Jews 
were brought into the discourse, vehemently dissenting from, and 
possibly threatening, our Lord. 

8-37. GAG Cntetté pe dmoKteivar. Nevertheless you seek to murder me. 
You may be descendants of Abraham, but that does not prevent you 
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from seeking to murder me, i.e. but all the same you are murderers. 
For d\\a = nevertheless, it is a fact however that, see my notes on 
Rom.5-14 and 7-7. 

6 Adyos 4 eds od Xwpet ev Spiv. My word cannot be taken in by you, 
it passes the capacity of your head and intelligence. The phrase is still 
alive in MGk, though turned the other way about. Vldkhos v. Xwpd 
‘airo dev 7d Xwpel 6 vods pov, cela me passe ; c’est au dela de ma portée.’ 
And so likewise Hellenistically ; cf. Mt 19-11 od rdvtes ywpotor tov 
Adyov. Philosoph.5-4-26 da 75 pr) ravras xopely THY GA7nPeav. Pseud. 
Phocyl.83 (from Liddell and Scott) od ywpet peyaAdny didaxnv. 

8-38. & éyd édpaxa mapa TO TaTpl AahG, kat Spets ody & HKovcate Tapa 
Tou Tatpds trovette. In the same way as I speak of what I have seen at 
my father’s, so are you doing what your own father has instructed (see 
my note on 5-30) you to do. The father imputed to the disputants is 
Satan, as he also is in vy. 41 and (twice) 44; so Alford, Meyer, and 
others. Similarly in Mart.Petr.7 it is said of "Aypizas that Sidxovds 
€oTw THS TaTpiKns aitov evepyeias. 

8-39. et réxva tod “ABpadu éote, Ta Epya Tod “ABpadp émoretre. Hol- 
werda jjore instead of éore (see my note on 7-28) in accordance with 
sense and the variant 7jre. 

8-43. Ata ti Thy Aahtavy Thy ewhy od ywdoxerte; “Ott od SUvacbe dxoveww 
tov Aéyov tov éudv. There is an evident tautology between ri AaAay 
Ti éuayy and tov Adyov tov éuov; infact, between the whole of the first 
and the whole of the second clause. I read rod Geod’ for roy enor, for 
there is a contrast between obedience to God our heavenly father and 
to Satan the father of the wicked. The change must have been con- 
sciously effected so as to bring the second clause into conformity with 
v.51 édy tis rov Adyov Tov éuov typyoy. Translate: Why cannot you 
acknowledge (cf. 8-54 déyere Ste Geds tpayv eort, Kal odK éyv@KaTe aitov. 
1Cor.8-3 «i S€ tis &yara Tov Oedv, obTos Eyvwotat bx’ aitod) what I say? 
Because you cannot obey God’s word. For dxovew = to obey cf. v. 47 7a 
pjpara Tod Geod axover. Isa.30-9 6 rads drebys ear, viol Wevdeis, ot od« 
ABovAovro axovew Tov vopov TOD Geod, etc. 

8-44. Wedorns éotl xal 6 warp adtod. This habit of including one’s 

1 Cf. Rom. 8-7 (where see my note) 70 ppévnpa Tis capkos €xOpa. eis Oedv, TO 
yap vou Tod Geod odx imordacera, ovde yap SUvarTat, 
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father in an abuse is very prevalent in the Levant. So in Greece the 
vulgar invariably curse one’s father and occasionally mother. I under- 
stand that in Arabic all one’s forbears are thrown in. Inthe Arabian 
Nights (Madrus’ translation, vol. 2, p. 118) I find Le barbier ne partit 
quen maudissant le marchand, le pére et le grand-pére du marchand. 
Our Gospel in this part is manifestly fanciful. 

8-48. 08 Kadds A€yoper tpeis 3 So exactly in MGk Kada dé A€ue epets, 
are we not right in saying? And similarly Mk 7-6 kad@s rpoepyrevoev 
‘Hoaias rept ipav, Isaiah was right in prophesying about you. 

Sarpdviov exers. In MGk eicar daporcpévos, thou art mad. It was 
believed in the Levant that insane people had a devil in their belly ; 
and they were often subjected to daily whipping in the belief that the 
whipping did not hurt the patient but the devil within, who to avoid 
further annoyance would eventually come out. This must have been 
the reason why E. H. Jones was severely belaboured by the Turks at 
Mardeen when he feigned madness (The Road to En-Dor, p. 266). 

8-50. éya 8é od LyT@ Thy Bdgav pou eotw 6 Lytav kai kpivwv. But I do 
not seek my own glory ; there is One who seeks it and decides, in whose 
hands it is whether to bestow upon me glory or not. For this sense of 
kpivew cf. Acts 3-13 xpivavtos éxeivov dohvew. 20-16 Kexpixer yap 6 
TlatdAos raparActoa, etc. Weiss has come very close to the right inter- 
pretation by rendering der ste sucht und danach richtet, ob sie ihm 
ertheilt wird. 

8-53. "ABpadp Sots dwéfave. D instead of doris gives dr1, which may 
be the original reading; see my note on 1-16, 

8-56. ’ABpadp jyaddtdoato iva i8y thy hpépav Thy éuyy. For the 
causal force of va see my note on 9-39. 

9-2. tis hpaptey tva tupdds yevynOa; Who has sinned that he should be 
born blind 2 See my note on 10-17. 

9-6. énéxptoev ato’ Tov mov emt Tods dpPOahpous. Respecting airod 
Bloomfield remarks with reason that it is in opposition to wsus linguae, 
since ériypiw is never construed with the genitive. Nor can it be con- 
strued with 6@@adpovs ; where it stands it must be construed either 
with éréypurev or with rnAdv. D gives aité, which makes the syntax 
unobjectionable. But in some old Latins we have superunzit eum luto, 
éréxpirev atTov Tw THAW, and this probably is the original reading. 
Cf. 11-2 dreibaca rov Kipiov pripw. Mk 6-13 7drecov €Xaiw redAovs. 
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Acts 10-38 éypurey adriv mvevuart. Num.35-25 expurav airov TO eAalw. 
Jud.10-3 expicaro piipw. Ps.88-21 ev éedéer expira airdv. Jer.22-14 
Kexpiopéva ev pir. Lucian.Luct.11 pipw xpicavres 7d odpa. Arist. 
Rhet.3-2 7G ciddw 7a radia rapaXeipovar, etc. The following in v, 11 
erexpirév cov Tors 6bGadpors is not different. 

9-17, tlod déyers wept adtod, drt Hrorke cou Tods dpbarpous; What dost 
thou say of him, (thou) whose eyes he opened? For dti—cov = whose 
see my note on 1-16. All commentators, at any rate as many asI have 
consulted, have gone astray over this sentence. 

9-24. 865 Sdfar TO Yew uets oidaper Sr 6 GvOpwros obtos dpaptwhds 
éorty. Pray to God that you be forgiven, for this man with whom you 
have come into contact is, as we know, a sinner, who has sinned by 
curing you on the sabbath. So in Acts 12-23 dv@ dv otk Swxe rHv 
ddfav 7G Ged, for he did not pray to God for forgiveness when he heard 
the blasphemy and did not deprecate it. For d.ddvar ddéav 76 O66 = 
to pray to God cf. 1 Kings 6-5 dwoere 7G Kupiw dogav drus Kovdicn THY 
Xétpa avrod, etc. 

9-27. eitov Sutv Sy Kal ox HKoUcate. Meyer rightly marks a query. 
I told you already, and did you not hear? Namely, you have heard, 
what need is there to repeat what I have clearly told you already ? 

9-29. todtov Sé ovk oiSapev wd0ev ori. Exactly asin MGk airov dev Tov 
E€poupe ard rod civar, namely, he is unknown, a nobody. An expres- 
sion of contempt. That is how the man understood the Pharisees, for 
his answer is : That is where the marvel comes in; you say that he isa 
nobody, but yet this nobody of yours is good enough to open men’s eyes. 

9-39. eis Kpipa éy eis Tov Kécpoy TodTov AOov va ot ph Bdémovtes 
Bdérrwor kal ot BXérovtes TupAol yévwrtar, A sentence obscurely phrased, 
but its import is perfectly clear. The ignorant (oi pz BAérovres) have 
understood that I have come into the world as the Messiah, but the 
Pharisees (of BA€rovres), who are versed in the Prophets, have become 
callous and indifferent to the prophetic voices which indicate my 
Messiahship; the result of my advent therefore must result in their 
condemnation. 

kpipa. Condemnation, as often; see Grimm and Zorell. In ap- 
pearance «pia applies to both the ignorant and the learned, but 
that it means condemnation and in reality applies to the learned 
Pharisees alone is clear from vy. 41, where Jesus deals with them ex- 
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clusively, and by charging them with sin foretells their condemnation, 
since condemnation is the consequence of sin. 

iva, Not telic but causal ; cf. 8-56 ’ABpadp nyaAddoaro iva ton THY 
nuepav THY éunv. See Jannaris § 1741 (though all his examples are not 
applicable). 

10-3. rodtw 6 Bupwpds dvolyer, kal Ta mpdBata THs puviis attod dkovet, 
kal Ta iSva mpdBata pwvet kat’ dvona. I suspect that the first ra rpoBara 
is an interpolation, and that it is not the sheep that attend to the shep- 
herd’s voice but the Ovpwpds. Cf. Apoc.3-20 éornxa émi thy Ovpay Kal 
Kpovw" édv tis dxovon THs pwv7ys pov Kal avoién tiv Ovpav, civeAevoomat. 
The text as it stands says that the sheep obey the voice of the 6ipwpds 
and he calls them one by one; but the natural thing is not for the 
Ovpwpds but for the shepherd to call the sheep and then for the sheep, 
recognizing his voice, to follow. This is what the elimination of the 
first ra zpdB8ara accomplishes. 

guvet. For the change of subject see my note on 18-16. 

10-4. éxBddy. Leads out to graze; in sense an aorist to the preced- 
ing é&dye. So exactly in MGk Bydleu, takes out; for example, Bydlo 
TO Talol oTov wepizato, I take out the child for a walk. 

10-7. éyd eipey OUpa tov mpoBdtwv’ waves Scot HAOov mpd euod KAErTaL 
ciot kat Ayotat, GAN’ odk Hkoucay aitav Ta mpdBata, By a stretch one can 
take 1) @vpa t&v zpoBdtwv for 4 Ovpa ris aids Tov tpoBdrwv, but how 
can we reconcile dcr 7AGov rpo éuod With 7 6¥pa? Ipd éuod must mean 
mpo THs O’pas, and therefore dou 7jAPov must mean dca O’par HAOov, 
which is utterly absurd and could not have been written by an 
even moderately rational author. I have no doubt that instead of 
9 Odpa tov mpoParwv we should read 6 KUpios Tov mpoBatwv, the 
master of the sheep, cf. Mk 12-9 6 kvpios rod dureddvos. Palaeo- 
graphically between @vpa and xvpios there is sufficient similarity to 
have caused the mistake under the influence of @vpa in vv. 1 and 9, 
The words AX’ otk jKoveav airdv ra tpdBara in v. 8 I surmise were a 
marginal note by an enthusiast, who declared that Christians had not 
heeded the commands of previous false prophets. 

Who are the men alluded to as xAérrav and Ayoral? Cerinthus and 
the Gnostics, to whom probably reference is made in Acts 20-29 
cioehevorovrar mera riv ddigiv pov Mixot Bapeis els Suds put) hevdomevor Tod 
rowuviov, are precluded by zpd éuod; nor can the Pharisees be meant, 
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for 7AGov points to Prophets. However strong the language is, either 
Moses is alluded to, or more probably the Baptist and his disciples, 
those discussed in my note on 3-25. 

10-10. tva Lwhy Exwor kai mepioody Exwow. That they may have food 
and have even more food than is sufficient. An expression current in 
MGk ya va Exovv 77) Opody rovs Kal pe 7d rapardvw. For fw) = tpodi) 
ef. Judg.17-10 ra xpos Cwryv cov. Sir.4-1 ri wiv rod TTWXOV pL?) G7ro- 
otepyoys, both these examples being quoted by Sophocles. In vy, 9 
why is expressed by vouzjv. The Vulg. vitam is wrong, 

10-17. 81a tors pe 6 wathp dyamd, Ste eyh riOnpe Thy ux pou, tva 
mad AdBw adtyy. If iva is given a telic sense, then this passage reads 
as though the Father’s love came from the fact that Jesus would re- 
ceive back his soul; in other words, that Jesus was making no sacri- 
fice, a strange notion of merit. But iva here has a metabatic force, the 
clause iva taAw AaBw airiy being equal to adda Ajpoua tad airyv. 
It is a favourite idiom with our Evangelist. Cf. v. 38. 9-2. 17-2. But 
also 1 Cor. 3-18 pwpos yeverbu, wa yévntar copds. 2 Cor.1-17. 7-9. At 
Rom.5.21 ireperepiccevcer 7) xapts, va, oorep CBaccidevocey 7H dpaptia, 
ovtws Kal 7) xapis Bactkevon I have noted ‘And so grace shall reign. 
Cf. TheodM. at Gal.5-17 ‘‘r0 iva otk ézi airias eirev, AAN ws axoAovbov.” 
Soin 11-11. Jn 10-38, and often.’ Thus the Father’s love comes solely 
from the sacrifice, and va raAw AaBw airiy is merely an encouraging 
remark to the disciples that the soul will not be lost for ever. 

10-24, Pernot writes (see Mededeelingen der Koninklijken Akademie 
van Wetenschappen, Afdeeling Letterkunde Deel 57, Serie A, No. 5) as 
follows: ‘éws more thy Wuxhv Hav aipers; Vulg. quousque animam nos- 
tram tollis? Les traductions donnent jusqu’d quand tiendras-tu notre 
esprit en suspens? II s’agit en réalité d’une expression trés familiére, 
qui s’est conservée en grec moderne, comme Pallis n’a pas manqué de 
Vapercevoir, et qui signifie littéralement jusqu’a quand vas-tu nous 
arracher Vdme ? c.-a.-d. jusqu’a quand vas-tu nous tracasser de la sorte? 
[Cf. Clem. Hom.6-2 pj pe dvaBadddpuevos Bacavions |. 

Ces trois derniers exemples’ s’expliquent, on le voit, par le grec 

1 Pernot comments also on Lk 14-23 dvaykacoveiceAOetv. ‘ Non pas /force-les 
mais invite-les & entrer, comme le prouvent les emplois de ce verbe dans le gree 
du moyen age.’ And on Mk14-8 mpodAaBe pupicat pou 16 c&pa eis Tov évra- 
giacpov. ‘Le verbea ici le méme sens qu’en grec moderne, elle a juste a temps 
oint mon corps pour la sépulture.’ 
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byzantin et moderne. Le grec actuel est, dans cette question, un élé- 
ment important, peut-étre ne serait-il pas exagéré de dire capital. 
Peu de personnes se doutent des liens trés étroits qui unissent la 
langue du N.T. et celle qu’on emploie aujourd’hui & Athénes. Le 
grec du N.T. est certainement plus proche, & beaucoup d’égards, du 
grec moderne que de celui du ve siécle avant notre ére. II serait aisé 
de citer dans les Evangiles plus d’un passage, dont seuls ceux qui 
connaissent bien le grec moderne peuvent sentir la finesse et gouter 
toute la saveur. Quand on n’a sur ceci que des connaissances livres- 
ques, ce qui est fatalement le cas dela plupart des savants occiden- 
taux, on ne peut s’imaginer a quel point cette langue du N.T. est en- 
core une langue vivante. 

10-25. eimov bptv kal ob moredere. A query should be marked. See 
my note on 9-27. 

10-29. 6 matnHp pou bs Sé8wxeé por petLwv mdvtwy éott. This is the read- 
ing for which the context evidently calls, and the variant 6 raryp pov 
6 dédwxé por tavtwv petCov éoti is worthless, Cf. 14-28 6 zarip petlov 
pov éott. But how has so unsuitable a reading as 0—petfov arisen ? 
Perhaps we had originally dr: in the sense of ds (see my note on 1-16), 
and its sense being missed, it was disfigured to 0, and then the predi- 
cate naturally followed in the neuter. 

10-38. tva yvGre = kal rote yvioeobe. See my note on 9-2. 

11-5. Hydra 8é 6 “Ingots thy MépSav. A variant Mapéay instead ot 
Mapé@ay I suspect represents the original reading, prominence being 
thus given to Mary, as is also given in v.1, where the order of the 
names is Mapias cat Mapas. In y. 19 the order is reversed, and one 
document omits Mapéav altogether, both of which changes I imagine are 
due to the fact that the woman who anointed Jesus and who accord- 
ing to this Gospel in chap, 12 is Mary, was branded in Lk 7-37 as év 
TH Tora apaptwdos, i. e. as a prostitute. But in v. 2 the reminder that 
Mary was she who anointed the Lord prepares us for her activities 
in the following narrative; and the narrative in v. 45 is wound up by 
saying that the believing Jews who were present at the miracle had 
come to Mary. But not only has Mary’s name been tampered with, 
but the whole episode seems to have been amplified in favour of 
Martha, who in later times became glorified as a saint specially in- 
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terested in charity ; ef. Acts Phil.94 4 82 Mdp6a éoriv % Siaxovotca rots 
trARGecw Kal koTidoa ohddpa. 

The amplification starts in vy. 20 with irjvrmoe and runs down to 
éxeivy S¢ Gs jKovcev of v.29. Originally the text must have run % ody 
Mapia, @s nxoveev Sti 6 "Inooits épxerat, iyyépOy TAX Kal HpXEeTo Tpods av- 
tov’ of otv ‘Tovdatoe (v. 30 being eliminated) of dvres «rd. For it is 
curious that, whereas according to v.29 Mary shows eagerness to rush 
forward and meet Jesus, in y. 20 for no special reason she lingers 
inactively at home, leaving to Martha the office of welcome. As usual 
in amplifications (see my note on 18-16 to 27), some of the wording 
in the genuine part is taken up in the accretion. So we have in v. 20 
9 otv Mdp@a ws 7xoveev and in the amplified part of v. 29 éxeivy 8% ds 
Hkovoev 3 again, xvipre, ei 7s Ode, odx av arebavé pov 6 ddeAdds Of V. 32 is 
repeated in v.21. These repetitions generally occur at the beginnings 
of amplifications as is the case here. The amplifier was unskilful, for 
in y. 22 by kai viv oda Gri doa Gy airnon Tov Gedv Sdce cou 6 Geds he has 
represented Martha as though she expected a miracle, and this miracle 
could be no other but the resurrection of her brother; but by otda dre 
dvactynoerat ev TH eoxaTn 7€pa She is represented as not now expect- 
ing a resurrection or any miracle, going so far in vy. 39 as to deprecate 
the reopening of the grave. Also the section Néye: aird 7 ddeAdy of 
y. 39 to tiv ddfav Tod Geod is due to the amplifier. 

If what I say further on respecting the part 12-1 to 11 is justified, 
it follows that the above amplifications were introduced subsequently 
to the interpolation of that part. 

11-9. obdxi Sddexd ciow Spat tis hpépas; Edy tis wepimary ev TH HMEpa, 
od mpookdmTet, Ott Td Has Tod Kdopou ToUTOU Bremer’ édv SE Tis TEp_TATH 
év TH vUKTL, MpogkdmTeEL, StL TO POs odk Eat €v abt. There is plenty of 
time, as much as twelve hours, of light in the course of a day, and a 
sensible man, by taking advantage of any one of those hours, may go 
about his work without fear of coming to grief; not so an ill-advised 
person who, by preferring the night, risks stumbling. Cf. 12-35 wepi- 
mareire &S TO has exere iva pH oKoTia tpas katahaBy, Kal 6 wEpiTaTaV ev 
Ty oKxotia ovK olde rod traye. As regards myself, Jesus says, I walk in 
the light of day and have nothing to fear. The disciples had just told 
their master to beware, and he answers that, proceeding righteously 
and doing no wrong, he is afraid of nothing. 

E 
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11-10, 73 pas odk Zor év adto. Bloomfield ‘7d das ovdk eorw &v aire 
seems to be a popular expression for 76 Pas ov« éorw air, he 2s desti- 
tute of the light, asin 12-35.’ Respecting év airg = = aire I have noted 
on Rom.1-19 ‘év adrois = adrois. See note on v. 9.6-2. Cf.8-3 é&v d(=¢) 
jnobéver (read nodevovv). Apoc.14-2 KOapilovtwy év Tats Kibapars. Mt 
17-12. 1Cor.7-15. Gal.1-16, and often.’ The expression éore prot tu 
for [ have something is very good and current classical Greek. 

11-12. ei kexo(pynrar, cwOjoerar. If he has fallen asleep, it (i.e. his 
sleep) will come to an end. This meaning of cw6jvar = to come to an 


end is still alivein MGk. Coraes in his note on Plut.Aem.Paul. p. 416 
says ‘ ra@yrias 7) péows, olov €owbn 7 oixodopy.’ Sophocles v. cwlw 
‘ Pass. cwOjvac =Anyw. 1Thom.Evag.8-2 éodOnoay ot timo THY KaTapav 
adrod mecovres, came to anend.’ The translations he will recover or 
he will be saved are against the context. 

11-31. Séfavres. The variant Aéyorres is rather better attested and 
perfectly suitable. It means doxotvres, thinking, as it does also in MGk. 
Vlakhos v. A€yw ‘A€yets va TO Kap; Croyez-vous quwil le fera?’ So 
3 Kings 5-5 Adyw oixodopjoa = Iam thinking of building. Judg.15-2 
cla ore puodv évlonoas = I thought you hated. Ps.105-23 ele TOU 
eEodobpedoar = he thought of exterminating, etc. The same is the force 
of Xéyw in Rom.10-18. 10-19. 11-1. 11-11. It dates from as far back as 
Homer; cf.0366 47 épdapny ricer Oar. a194 dy ydp pov epavt (Kev env?) 
érSjpuov eva, Similarly Jn 7-44 a variant édeyov for nOeXov, and 11- 
13 eAeyor for édofar. 

11-33. éveBpiproato Ta TvevpaTt Kal érdpagey éautdv, The words 
érdpagev éavrov, i. e. érapaxOn ev éavtG, are probably a glossa, for they 
mean nothing different to éveBpimyoato TO rvevpatt, 1. €. éveBpysnoato 
év éaurd (cf. v.38 éuBpidmevos ev Eat), was agitated within himself. 

11-41. Ndrep, edxaptotd cor Ste HKougds pou. “Eyw Sé nde Str wdvtoré 
pou dkovets, GANG Sid Tov SxAoy Toy TeptegT@Ta eltrov, iva moTevowow 
dtu ot pe dméorerkas. I am not quite sure that the import of this pas- 
sage has been thoroughly grasped by previous commentators. The 
words Ildrep, evyapirt® vou dtt HKoveds ov were spoken aloud in the 
hearing of the bystanders, whom Jesus wished to understand that for 
the resuscitation of Lazarus which was about to be performed he had 
prayed to God, as all pious people would do who beseech for a divine 


mY XIE ST JOHN 27 


favour, and that he had prayed to him as to his father, God granting 
his prayer as to his son and deputy upon earth. The following words, 
however, are addressed to God in an aside, and explain the reason why 
he uttered Idrep, edxapirtd cou dre HKoveds pov. After this aside he 
bids Lazarus loudly to come out of the grave. 

11-47. ri movodper; St odtos 6 dvOpwios TOAAA onpeta Trovet. What are 
we about ? We are acting futilely in the way we proceed, allowing this 
man to perform his miracles. Cf. Acts 21-13 ri rovetre kAalovres; what 
ts the good of your weeping ? 1Cor.15-29 ri roujoovow of Barrilspevor 
(read Bacavilopnevor) ixétp tOv vexpdv; what good is there in toiling so 
hard for the sake of men who are dead for good and all? The phrase 
Ti roovmev Survives exactly in MGk in the form ri xavoupe (= kdpvo- 
pev = rrowidpev), and it implies a negative, i.e. there is no sense in the 
way we are acting. Often it takes an affirmative form, namely, dév 
Kdvoupe tirota, we do no good. 

11-48, dpotow hud Kal tov Témov Kal 7d €Ovos. Will destroy both our 
country and our nation. Cf. Act.Paul. Thecl.32 dpOjrw 4 rods ext TH 
dvouia TavTy. 

Toy tTémov, Our country, our native land. So in MGk. 

12-6. 73 yNwoodkopoy Exwv Ta BaAdpeva eBdoralev. The versions 
took away or carried are not exact. The meaning of Baoré in MGk 
is often to keep (for oneself) in an unfavourable sense of embezzling. 
Reversely, having for éywy is too literal; we do not say of a cashier 
that he has the cash or of a clerk that he has the books, but that they 
keep the cash or the books. I should suggest that the best rendering 
would be keeping the money-bag he misappropriated the contributions, 

12-1 to 11. A passage awkwardly splitting the narrative concerned 
with Jesus’ entry into Jerusalem. It is an accretion made up from 
the Synoptics. The interpolator was unskilful; for by saying that 
Adfapos «is jv ék TOv dvaxeipévwv he has represented him as a guest 
whereas he was the host. Nor did he understand his text; Mark and 
Matthew quite intelligibly state that Jesus was anointed in view of 
his impending burial, but, though according to v. 5 the ointment had 
already been used up for that purpose, the interpolator says that Mary 
was to keep it for subsequent application. The section 7Aeufe rovs 
rodas TOD Incod kat eképake tals Opigiv airis Tovs 7ooas avTov is from 
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Luke. The interpolator took jee rods 70das Tod “Inood from Lk 7-46 
Hreusé pov rors +é5as, and he took éféuage tats Opislv airs rods wddas 
abrod from Lk 7-38 rais Opel ris Kehadis airis e&€uage (rods 7ddas). 
That is the reason for the repetition of rods 70das; an original writer 
would of course have written #Aeule Tovs 7ddas Tod "Incod Kal eeuatev 
avtovs Tats Opgiv airs. 

12-10. éBoudedcavto 8é of dpxtepets va Kal tov AdLapov drrokteivwow, 
Stu woMol BL adtdv biyov Tay ’loudalwy Kat émlateuor eis Tov “Ingody. In 
MGk, when reference is made to a man’s action with disapproval or 
astonishment, to the verb denoting that action the verb wnyaive: (= 
irdyet, topeverac) is often added without any notion of going. So is it 
here. By imjyov being added to ériorevoy the indignation of the 
chief priests is indicated at so many Jews believing in Christ. The 
rendering therefore went away and believed, as well as the marking 
of a comma after ray ‘lovdaiwy, are wrong. This MGk peculiarity 
goes back to Hellenistic times. Cf. Mt 18-30 dzeAOdv €BaXdev aitov eis 
THv purakyny. 22-15 ropevdertes of Papicaion cvpBovrArov €AaBov ows 
aitov mayievowow (where it is wrong in the English version to split 
the clause by marking a comma after Pharisees), Lk 8-14 zopevdpevor 
ovpmrviyovrat (where go forth and are choked in the A.V. is likewise 
wrong, whilst as they go on their way they are choked of the R.V. is 
even absurd). Several examples of this kind occurring in the Septua- 
gint point to a similar usage in Hebrew. Cf. Gen.35-21 éropev@n “Pov- 
Biv Kai éxouuyOn peta BaddAds. Deut.11-28 éay rrAavnbAre dxd Ths 6500 
ns evererAdunv dpiv ropevbertes Aatpevew Geors Erepors. 29-18 ropevbevres 
Aarpevew Tots Geots rHv COvGv. 29-26 ropevOertes EXatpevoray Geois Erépors. 
J0s.23-16 ropevdevres Aatpevonre Geois éErépors. Judg.14-3 zopevn aBeiv 
yuvaika aro Tov dAdopvAwv. Jer.3-8 éropevOn cat érdpvevoe. Occasion- 
ally, however, no disapproval is meant, as for instance in Jn 15-16 
iva, tyets trdynte kat Kaprov pépyte. I may add that in rdyra eizeiy of 
Mart.Petr.2 the word rdévra should not be eliminated as Lipsius sug- 
gested, but emended into Bavra (= ropevbévra). 

12-15. kaOjpevos éml mOdov dvov. Zach.9-9, whence this was taken, 
gives w@Aov véoy, and not 7aXov dvov. One might account for the di- 
vergence by ascribing it to a lapse of memory but that in v. 14 the text 
says évdpuov, which is the same as r@Xov véov. It was essential that 
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Jesus should be represented as having sat upon an animal which had 
not been polluted (see my note on 19-34) by the touch of mortal man ; 
ef. Mk 11-2 waddov ed’ dv ovdels ottrw dvOpurwv éxdbice. Hence roXov 
veov seems indispensable. 

12-16. dre €o§daby 6 “Inoois. When Jesus was beatified or died. See 
my notes on 17-19 and 21-19. 

12-27. ri cimw; Ndrep, cdody pe éx THs Spas tadrns; "AANA 81d TodTO 
Aor eis Thy Spay tradtmy. Mdrep, Sdfaadv cou Td dvopa. *HAOev odv hurt 
ék ToU odpavol Kai éSdfaca kat mad Sofdow. The reading with 70 dvoya 
has nothing to recommend it. It is not apparent what prompts our 
Lord’s prayer as it stands in the text; it is only by surmises unwar- 
ranted by the words that commentators, who desperately hold fast to 
their predilections for certain manuscripts, strive to explain it. But 
a variant gives ror viov instead of 7d dvoza, and this is what the con- 
text demands. Both in what precedes and what follows Jesus speaks 
of himself. He does not deprecate his passion, since for that very pur- 
pose he was incarnated, but he prays for his prompt deliverance and 
glorification, i.e. for his prompt return to heaven. The heavenly 
voice answers that as he was glorified before (by being enthroned on 
the right hand of God), so shall he be glorified again by being received 
up into heaven. That dofacw designates this dvaAnis is clear from 
éav tWwHd ex rHs y7s Of Vv. 32. 

13-32. cai 6 Qeds S0fdce adtév év aitd. In my note on Rom.1-19 
gpavepov éorw év aitois I wrote as follows: ‘ Jannaris § 1562 says: 
“The metaphorical (instrumental) use of év becomes considerably fre- 
quent in Hellenistic times, notably among biblical writers and their 
imitators, who often go so far as to place it before any dative, a 
phenomenon which points to Hebrew influence and moreover indicates 
the retreat of the loose dative.” The partiality to this idiom in conse- 
quence of its frequent appearance in the LX X eventually led to its being 
employed instead of the dative with ixd. Cf. Rom.8-4 TO OLtKalwpa TOD 
vopov typwhy év bpiv (= id’ ipdy). 1 Cor.6-2 év tyiv cpiverat 6 Koo pos. 
Col.1-16 év aira éxric6y ra zdvta. This led to a further most absurd 
abuse in that év aira was occasionally foisted upon active verbs by 
writers affecting a sacred style as a sort of repetition of the subject. 
So Eph.1-4 é&Aééato jas év aird. 1-9 iv zpocbero ev ait a (= i mpoe- 
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7é€0n br’ attod). 2-15 iva rods dv0 rion év abr, 2-16 dzoxteivas tiv 
ZxOpav év aird. Rom.1-24 dripalecOar ra odpara atrav év airois (Mss 
éavrois). 1-27 év adrots (some Mss év éavrois) dvrAapBdvovres. Col. 
2-15 OpiapBevoas abrods év aito. Mart.Petr.7 Gepedusoen &v atta Kat 
kpwet év aird. XII Patr.Sim.6 jeu ds advOpwros Kal cwlwv &v aire TOV 
’"ASdu. Similarly 1 Thes.1-5 éyevnOnpev ev piv (read yyiv).’ The same 
is the case in this passage; év aira is a sort of repetition of 6 beds. 
This idiom, however, is too learned and artificial for St John’s style, 
and therefore I suspect that cat 6 cds doédce: airov év air along with 
kal evOis do€acet aitoy are not genuine. 

13-38. od ph ddéxtwp dwvyon Ews oF dmapyyon pe tpis. Nay, it will 
not be long before thou deniest me ; thou wilt deny me before even this 
very night is spent and the cock crows thrice. But I suspect that tpis 
is spurious, being intruded with the object of bringing John’s story 
into harmony with that in the Synoptics. It seems to me that Peter 
only denied his master once, for there was only one occasion on which 
he was asked whether he was with Jesus, that recorded in 18-25; the 
denial in v. 27 is only in appearance a second denial, for it is butan 
affirmation of the previous one. For the denial to the maid see my 
note on 18-16 to 27. 

14-2. év 77H oikia Tod matpds pou poval moAAal eiciv’ et Se ph, elroy ay 
Suty dt. mopedopor Erorndoat torov duiy. This is a positive riddle un- 
solved so far. But I may venture a suggestion that possibly instead 
of ef dé px etrov dy tpiv ori the original reading was 737 «irov tyiy drt, 
as Ihave already told you, Iam going to prepare your abode among the 
numerous heavenly resting-places. I should say that this alteration 
meets the context. At that time the adherents to Christianity, who 
had expected an advent of the kingdom of God in their lifetime, were 
bitterly disappointed to see the deaths of the faithful; and as a con- 
solation to them, Jesus is represented as having clearly foretold that all 
would die, as even himself and the Apostles had died, but that such 
deaths only meant a transition from this world to bliss in heaven. 
An explanation of the awkward fact of the deaths had also to be 
given to the Thessalonians ; see 2 Thes.2-1 ff. My suggestion, however, 
presupposes a previous conversation respecting ropevopar érouudoat 
Torov duiv, but no such conversation is recorded in our Gospel. 
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The idea of this consolation may have been suggested by Isa.56-4 
tade A€yer K’pios “Ocor av Prdraswrra ra cd BBard pov cat exhéEwvrar & 
eyo Oédw Kal dvtéxwvrae THs Siabykns pov, Sécw aidrois év TO olkw prov Kat 
év TO Telxet ov TOTOV dvomacTov. 

etrov dy duty Ste wopedouar. Usually a semicolon is marked between 
duty and dr, and the English Version translates accordingly. But Ch. 
Bruston in the Revue des Etudes grecques, Janvier—Mars 1925, p. 16, 
points out that the correct rendering is je vous aurais dit que je vais. 
That is what my own translation of the Gospels gives. 

14-16. wapdxAnrov. Taylor in Pirgé Aboth, p. 69, says: ‘ We have 
here in a Hebrew form the word zapdxAnros, or advocate (1 Jn 2-1), 
one who is called to a person’s aid, which is rendered, perhaps 
wrongly, COMFORTER in Jn 14-16 and 26.15-26.16-7.’ But rapaxdyros 
must have a meaning analogous to one of the meanings of zapaxadciv, 
and that of comforting suits the spirit of the passage admirably. I, 
says Jesus, was sent to you by my father to cheer you in this miserable 
world with the assurance of a better life hereafter ; when I am gone, 
my father will send you the Holy Ghost as a continuator of my office. 
TlapaxAnros certainly signifies an advocate or mediator in 1Jn 2-1; 
but how does an advocate come into this passage? 

14-17. 15 veda tis ddnGeias. A periphrasis both here and in 15-26 
for ro éAn Ges or dAnOwov zvetpa, the Holy (see my note on 3-21) Ghost, 
dAnGés being asynonym of dy.ov, as explained in my note on 3-21. The 
same combination twice occurs in XII Patr. Jud.20 in contrast to ro 
avevpa THS TAays, the context there showing that rAdvys means of sin, 
and therefore that dAn@e‘as means of holiness, as it does in this passage. 

14-20. yvdoeoGe Spets. The pronoun added with emphasis ; it is you 
who will know and not 6 xécpos (cf. vy. 17 and 22), the wicked and 
infidel world. 

14-21. 5 xwy Tas évroAds pou Kal Thpdv adtds. In my note on Rom. 
1-13 I have suggested that éywv stands here for oxav, as it often does 
(see my note on 5-39), for otherwise there would be a tautology, <xwv 
as a present and rypav being practically synonymous. Or perhaps the 
true reading is to.ay and not rypav. Cf. Neh.1-9 éay puddéyre ras év- 
ToAds pov Kal roujonre aitds. 10-29 Purdccecbar kai wroveiy Tas évToAds. 
Lev.26-3 ras evroAds pov duddconabe kal rojonre. Josh.23-6 pvddocew 


= , 4 
kal 7OLely TaVTA TA Yeypappeva, etc. 
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14-22. ri yéyovev; How is it possible? The same is the sense in 
2Act.Pil.11-3. 

ri yéyovev Sri fyiv pédders euavilery ceaurov kal odxt TG Kdopw; “Amre- 
Kpi0n 6 "Ingods kal etrev adtG "Edy Tis dyama pe, Tov Adyov pou THPYTEL Kat 
5 marhp pou dyamioes adtdv Kal mpds adrov éXevodpeba Kal porty map abTo 
mronodpeba. How is it possible that thou shouldst manifest thyself to us 
and not to (all) the world? If we see thee, all the world equally will. 
Jesus’ answer is not direct, but its meaning is clear: Nay, all will 
not see me ; the one whom my father and I shall visit and to whom 
thus we shall manifest ourselves is he alone who loves me as you do 
and keeps my commandments. 

14-30. €pxerar yap 6 Tod Kécpou dpxwy. Kal év epol odk exer oddev, 
AN iva ya 6 Kéopos Str dyad tov marépa, Kal Kaas éverethard por 6 
tathp, oltw moe. For the ruler of this world—namely, death identified 
with Satan— is coming; he has no power over me, and if I temporarily 
submit to him, I do so to obey my father’s desire that I should sacrifice 
myself for the sake of the redemption of all men. This is evidently 
the import of this passage, and it demands éx’ éuol and not év époil. 

15-1. 4 dpmedos. Paspati’ contends, and I agree with him, that 
dumedos here means vineyard, and not vine. It is the cAjpa further 
on that is the vine, erroneously interpreted the branch. Both these 
errors are due to the Vulgate, Liddell and Scott register one instance 
of duedos in the sense of vineyard. In MGk duréd(ov) and xAqpa 
are specific terms for vineyard and wine respectively. 

15-8. év tovTw ed0§do6n (read SofacOycerar) 6 mathp pou, iva Kaprov 
tohbv pépnte Kat yevoeobe époi pabytat. By this fact shall my father 
be glorified and you shall prove yourselves in the eyes of the world my 
trwe disciples, namely by the fact of producing much good as a conse- 
quence of your adherence to my precepts. It seems to me that do€éa- 
oOyoera is indispensable, for in his whole discourse Jesus speaks of the 
future; besides, were édodc6y correct, instead of dépnre we should 
have had a past tense. 

iva kapmov pépyte. The same as an évapOpov infinitive. Cf. 6-29 rodré 

1 Dr,’Ad€favdpos Tlaondrys delivered a lecture at Constantinople on the occa- 


sion of the publication of the Revised Version. This lecture was afterwards 
published in a pamphlet form and contains some valuable suggestions. 
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éott TO €pyov Tov Geod, iva rurrednre (= 7d mioreveww) eis Sv dréoreev. 
17-3 avry d€ éotw 7 aidvios fw), va ywdoxwot (75 ywooxew adtods) ce 
Tov povov GAnOwov Gedv. Lk 1-43 xdbev por rotro, va EAOn 4} popryp (7d 
eXOety rivuntépa) Tod Kupiov pov; 2In 6 atry éorlv } dydmy, Wa repi- 
rar@uev (= 70 repurareiv Huds) kara tas évroAds. In 4-34 éudv Bpdud 
éorw iva rowmjow (= 7d roujoal je) Td OéAnpa Tod TéwWavTds pe 

kal yevyjoecQe enol pabyrai. The import would have been clearer if 
this sentence stood after év rovrw dofacbjoerar 6 rarjp pov; indeed, 
that may have been its position originally. 

15-20. €t tov Adyor pou érmpyoar, kal Tov Guerepov thpyoovow. The 
context requires a negative before both éryjpycav and typycovow (for 
its loss see my note on 5-46), for ratra ravra roujoovow eis iuas ba 
TO Ovopd fLOV, OTL OUK OldacL Tov TE WavTa pe Of the following verse, as 
well as puce? dyads 6 kdopos of v. 19, assert that this blind and malig- 
nant world has ever hated the Apostles, and therefore nothing but 
violence, and not conformity with their teaching, was to be expected 
therefrom. 

15-26. dtav 8é€ EAOy 6 wapdxAntos, TO Trvedpa THs dAnOelas, exetvos 
papTupycet tept é400, kal duets 8€ paptupeire, Sti dw dpxiis pet pou ear. 
After saying that the Holy Ghost shall bear witness of him, it is 
strange that Jesus should invoke the testimony of the disciples, who 
after all were but mere men. I read kai iyiv d€ paprupyoe. Not only 
shall the Holy Ghost testify of me, but of you also, who from the begin- 
ning have been cleaving to me through all my vicissitudes. John 
mostly says paptupo epi twos, but also in 3-26 and 5-33 paprupo ru. 

1o mvedpa THs dAnOelas. The Holy Ghost; see my note on 14-17. 

16-2. d&rocuvaydyous Tomjgoucw buds, GAN’ Epxerar dpa iva mas 6 
Gtroxteivas Guas Sof Aatpetay mpoodpépery. You shall be excommuni- 
cated ; indeed, the world shall come to hate you so intensely that, 
were you even murdered, your murder would be applauded as though 
a sacrifice on the altar were performed. Such ought to be the sense 
of this passage ; but from the use of dda an anticlimax ensues, and 
the murder is made to appear as a milder instead of a stronger sort 
of persecution. ’AAA& therefore is a corruption of a word denoting 
indeed, in fact, nay; perhaps of dyjv, which may have been mis- 
understood as dv py = dAAG, see my note on 5-19. 

F 
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Zpxerar dpa iva Sdéy. The same as epyerar dpa tod ddéa. We have 
here, as often, a resolved infinitive. As Alford places no comma 
before iva, I presume that such was also his opinion, though his note 
is not clear. Similarly v. 32 épyera: dpa iva oxopricOjre. The sentence 
could be equally well expressed by épyerar dpa dre ddgar; cf. v. 25 
épxerar Spa dre ovKére ev wapoypiats AaAjow. See also my note on 15-8. 

Sdém. Will appear; in this sense Acts 17-18 €évwv daoviwv doxet 
katayyehevs elvat. 2 Cor.10-9 iva pu) ddfw ws dy expoBetv byGs, ete. 

16-8. é\Odv éxetvos (the Paraclete) éhéygeu tov Kécpov treplt dpaprias 
Kal mept Sixatocdvns Kal Tepl Kpicews’ Tepl dpaptias pev Ste ob TLoTEou- 
ow eis ene, wept Sixaroodvns dé St mpds Tov Tatépa imdyw Kal odKéTt Gew- 
peité pe, wept Sé kpicews StL 6 Gpxwy Tod Kdopou Kékpitar. The words in 
v. 10, which explain that Jesus will goto heaven as a consequence of 
dixacoovvyn, Show that this word signifies departure from this world 
combined with beatification ; see my note on 17-19. The import of 
the whole passage is that when the Paraclete descends as a messenger 
from above, he will instruct all men respecting three things ; first, in 
respect of sin that it consists in unbelief; secondly, in respect of 
beatification that Jesus has been beatified by joining his father in his 
abode, where sinners are not destined (I read Gewpotci pe for Gewpeire 
pe) to meet him; thirdly, in respect of condemnation that Satan, the 
prince of this world and continuator of evil, has been definitely con- 
demned and his power for ever broken by Jesus’ advent. Thus 6rvis 
declarative and not causal. 

édéyger. The same as paprupyoe, didaéer with a shade of reproof as 
from a master to pupils of slow intelligence. 

16-12. €te moddd exw Aéyew duty, ANN od Sivacbe BactdLew dori. 
I have much else to tell you, but you cannot at present comprehend. The 
disciples were not yet enlightened enough to grasp all the true facts ; 
they would grasp them when the Holy Ghost came and revealed them. 
This inability of the disciples to understand is also referred to in 
Mk 9-32 of d yyvdouv 75 fyua and in Lk 18-34 xot atrot otd& rovTwv 
ovvnjkay ; alsoin Mk 9-10, if we read, as I think we should kal rov 
Adyov ovK éxpaTyoay. 

Baordfew. In my notes on St Mark and St Matthew I have com- 
mented as follows : ‘Mk 9-10 kai tov Adyov éxparynoar. Kparety in the 
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sense of to understand is a Latinism reproducing tenere, a similar 
Latinism occurring in connection with Bacrdfew, a synonym of kKpa- 
tev [compare Acts 9-15 Bacrdca 7d dvoud pov with Apoc.2-13 Kparets 
TO Ovoud pou] in Jn 16-12. Compare also ywpety in Mt 19-11 (where see 
Weiss’s note) as a translation of capere.’ In MGk xparé and Baord 
(= Baord{w) are synonymous throughout all their meanings. 

16-22. odSeis aipe. A present as an emphatic and vivid form of the 
future. So exactly in MGKk xavels 88 (= 88, not) ods ri ralpver. 

16-24. Ajperbe tva i Xapd Sudv 7 wemAnpopern. You will receive 
complete joy. No comma should be marked after AjpeoGe, for tva rr. 
is its object. Cf. 9-22 cvveréBewto iva drocvvaywyos yévyrat, and often, 

17-1. 86§acdv cou tov uidy iva 6 vids Sofdon oe. Glorify thy son,and thus 
the son will glorify thee. This idiom illustrated in my note on 10-17. 

17-8. Ta Aypata & ESwxds pot S€3wxa adtois, kal adtol €XaBov. I have 
explained in my note on Rom.6-17 that édwxas here is employed in the 
sense of zapédwxas, thou hast taught ; such is the case also of dédwxa 
in v. 14. In that same note I have dealt with é\aBov as equivalent 
to rapéAaBov, they have learnt. 

17-12. érpouv adtods év Ta dvépari cou @ Sé5wxds pot, kati épvraga kat 
ovSeis éf adtav dmddeto. The sentence  dedwxads pou evidently refers to 
the Apostles; cf. v. 6 édavépwoa cov TO dvopa Tots avOpwrrois ods b€dwKds 
prot. 18-9 ods dédwxas por odk arwdeca e& aitdv oidéva. Jesus pleaded 
for his disciples in v. 9 épwr epi dy d€dwxds por, and the fact that he 
did so a second time in this passage was perceived by that student 
who substituted the variant ods for 6. But a second variant 6 in the 
form 6ri is the one probably which represents the true reading, it 
being the undeclinable relative particle explained in my note on 1-16. 
This remark applies equally to v.11, where we find the same varia- 
tions, and to v. 24, where the reading varies between 6 and ois. 

17-15. odk épwrd tva dpys adtods ék tod Kdopou. When I said that 
my disciples are not of the world, I did not mean to go so far as to 
pray that they should be taken from the world or die. This probably 
has reference to John, and I surmise that it is a hint that our 
Lord never prayed for this disciple’s death, a modest way of saying 
that he prayed for his immortality; see my note on 21-20. In his 
unusually advanced years John must have come to persuade himself 
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that he was not destined to die before the reappearance of Christ. 
I can fancy a crowd of interested sycophants about his person com- 
forting him, when he was infirm and tottering, by constantly dinging 
in his ears a gradually evolved promise of immortality. 

17-19. dyvdfw euautdv. J saint myself, I die. So ywo6n in Hebr. 
10-29. How dyaleoOar came to denote to die I have sketched in my 
note on Rom.6-7, as follows: ‘Among the Greeks a dead man is re- 
ferred to as 6 cvywpepevos | or paxapirys], the forgiven one, and this idea 
dates from old times, as proved by the customary proclamation at 
funeral rites 6 drodavov deduxaiwrat. As a development a dead man 
so forgiven became in the popular imagination a 8/kawos, a sinless 
man, a saint,’ Thus by saying that a man 7jy.dc06y people often would 
only mean that he died. 

17-21. tva kat adrol év Hpi dow, Probably iva kal atroi év dow, an 
exhortation to concord, for at the time when this Gospel was written 
discords had already infected the Church; see my note on Rom.10-14 
and 15. So here Jesus prays that all believers speak and act with 
one mind ; if they did so, the world would be impressed and believe 
them to be Apostles of a Messiah. 

18-5. Adyer attots 6 “Ingots “Eye eipt. EioryKer $é kal lovdas 6 mapa- 
SiS0ds adtov pet adt&v. ‘Qs odv eimev adtois “Eyd eipt, drpdOov eis Ta 
éticw kal €mecov xapal. What was the object of adding that Judas 
stood there with the guard? After leading the guard to the spot he 
takes no part in the proceedings, and the addition is otiose. But it is 
intelligible if we read d7jAOev and ézecev, variants which stand as 
corrections in G; they prepare us for what afterwards happens to 
Judas. He did not leave the guard after leading them to the garden, 
but was still by them when Jesus addressed them; and hearing the 
voice of the master whom during a long association he had learnt to 
revere and obey, he was suddenly awestruck, and retreating a few 
paces he fell on his face (see following note) to the ground.) The narra- 
tive in this way gains enormously in logic as well as vividness, On 
_ | Asimilar story is told by Clement of Alexandria (Div. Serv. 42) respect- 
ing a youth who had been befriended by John, but who during John’s 
absence turned a brigand. When the Apostle returned and hastened to find 


him, he, though by now a hardened criminal, was abashed when he sighted 
his benefactor, and forthwith fled. bf 


XVIII ST JOHN 37 


the other hand, there was no occasion for the soldiers to be at all im- 
pressed, let alone to prostrate themselves before Jesus, who in their 
eyes was a mere outlaw; what they did was simply to seize him after 
a momentary pause, caused probably by Judas’ strange action, and 
bind him. Meantime the readings dér7\Gev and érecev have been 
treated with contempt by Baljon, v. Soden, and Souter; on the other 
hand, both Baljon and y. Soden record faithfully the variants ér9\@av 
and érecay, which make no difference whatever to the sense. So much 
for profound theories. 

18-6. émecer xapai. He fell down on his face, as the effect of awe or 
fear. Cf. Mt 17-6 érecov éri rpdcwrov airy Kal éboByiOnrav. Acts 9-3 
eLaidvys mepujotpavey aitov dds éx Tod oipavod, kal recdv éml ri yhv 
nKovoe Hwvyv. Apoc.1-17 dre edov airy, tera mpds Tovs 7ddas aiTov 
@s vexpos. Tob.12-16 érecoy éxt rpdcwror, dru eboBybycav. Dan.8-17 
HAGe (TaBpujr) wat Earn éxdpevos tis ordoewds pov, Kal év Ta eAGetv ad- 
tov Gap ByOnv Kai rintw ert rpocwrov pov. 18 év 7d Aadely airov per’ 
€uov timtw él mpdocwrov pov. It is perhaps by these passages from 
Daniel that John’s episode was inspired. 

18-8. ’AtrexpiOn 6 “Ingots Elmov Suiv dr ey eipi: ei odv ue Lnreite, 
dete tovtous imdyew. “Iva mAnpwOy 6 Adyos dv eftrev, Sti obs S€BwKds ror 
ovK dmoéX\eoa é§ aitay obSéva. We have here to understand that the 
disciples scattered. This must have been thought pusillanimous, and 
probably some feeling still lingered in Christian circles against them 
for having fled, instead of making some effort to rescue the beloved 
master. So probably with a view to calming that feeling the matter 
is here represented as though the disciples did not abandon Jesus of 
their own accord but were sent away at his request, and as though 
this happened of necessity so that his promise that he would suffer 
no disciple to perish might be fulfilled. If my surmise be well 
founded, this representation of the matter shows acquaintance with 
actual historical events. 

18-10. Nérpos ody éxwv pdxatpay eihkucev adriy Kal emawe Tov Tob 
Apxtepéws Soddov Kal dméxoer adrod 7d drdpiov 76 Sekidv" Hy Be Svopa To 
Sovdkw MdAxos. This is another episode which I believe shows know- 
ledge of an historical fact. This fact is a wrangle which was still 
proceeding at the time of the composition of this Gospel. It must 
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have been common ground among all Christians that a sympathizer 
of Jesus did wound the servant of the high priest, thereby aggrava- 
ting the position of the master, who thus appeared in the eyes of the 
Roman authorities as the leader of a lawless gang. But the disputants 
disagreed as to who that sympathizer was. The one party, whose 
position is represented by our Gospel, maintained that Peter was the 
aggressor, asserting in support of their claim that they were the sole 
possessors of all the facts down to minute details; and it is in sup- 
port of this claim that such particulars as the name of the servant 
and the side of the ear, which would otherwise be mere verbiage, 
were inserted in our narrative. The opposite or Synoptical party, de- 
siring to exculpate Peter from the grave consequences of his impetuous 
action, imputed it to a different sympathizer but left his name 
unspecified, 

On another point. Which of the two versions is the more plausible ? 
The answer must be that the Synoptical party are out of court. The 
aggressor could be no other than one of the disciples, and if the 
Synoptics were at all familiar with the facts, they would needs have 
known and recorded his name. 

18-15. HKododber $€ TH "Inood Eipwv Mérpos kal GAdos (a variant Kat 6 
GAAos) pabytHs. ‘O $e palytijs eketvos Hy yywotds TH dpxXrepet Kal cuvero- 
WM TH “Inood eis thy adAty Tod dpxiepews, 6 Sé Metpos elotiyKer mpds TH 
Ovpa fw. “ESAAVev ody 6 palyrhs 6 Gos ds tv yywotds TH dpxvepeEl, Kal 
ele TH Oupwpe Kal eionyayev Tov Métpov. Who was this other disciple 
that is associated with Peter and so vaguely alluded to? It is generally 
supposed that he was John himself; but this is inadmissible. For, in 
the first place, what was the object of specially suppressing this A pos- 
tle’s name? And, secondly, John was a humble fisherman who could 
not possibly haveany influence with an arrogant Sadducee, as he is here 
represented to have had, much less approach him at a time when as 
a high priest he was engaged in important judicial business; a Sad- 
ducee would not even so much as be conscious of John’s existence. 

There was, however, another disciple, a recent recruit, who was 
wealthy enough to enjoy some degree of influence, and that was Mark. 
His wealth is proved by the fact that, according to Acts 12-12, his 
house had the means of gathering and extending hospitality to 
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numerous adherents. It was probably also in his house that accord- 
ing to the Synoptical legend Jesus and the disciples foregathered for 
the Last Supper (Mk 14-17, ete.). Two further allusions in the New 
Testament to a person unnamed show that this person was a well- 
to-do man. One is in Mk 14-51, where a young man is robbed of 
a valuable coat made of Egyptian or fine linen (I correct émt yupvod 
by dx’ Aiyérrov, see my notes on St Mark and St Matthew); the other 
isin Mk 11-3, where it is said that Jesus sent to an unspecified friend 
for an ass when he stood in need of a special one upon which no one 
had sat before. Assuming then that the unnamed disciple was really 
Mark, why has his name been withheld? The explanation probably 
is that at one time a good deal of animus was developed against 
Mark either because he became estranged from Paul or because on 
some point or points he did not see eye to eye with the other Apos- 
tles ; and so it was sought to misrepresent him as having never risen 
to the dignity of an authoritative disciple like the eleven (see also note 
on 19-26). This sentiment first discloses itself in the disparaging re- 
mark of Papias (see Euseb. EH.3-39) that Mark ovre nxovce tod Kupiov 
ovre wapynKoAovbncey aitG, tatepoy Se Ilérpw. Jn 20-8 also appears to 
be an insinuation that the unnamed disciple, namely Mark (see my 
note on 20-2), at one time perversely hesitated to accede to the story 
propagated by the disciples or other believers as to Jesus having left 
the grave. Finally, I would point out the fact that the association of 
the mysterious disciple with Peter tallies with that of Mark with 
Peter in Papias, an association which reappears in 1 Pet.5-13 do7md- 
erat ipas 7 év BaBvAGM ovvewAeKT7 Kal Madpxos 6 vids pov. 

Nor do I think that dAAos is sound. The original reading must 
have been els véos, i.e. ANEOS, which being palaeographically not 
much dissimilar, became AAAOS under the influence of aAAos of v. 16, 
the corruption further extending to 20-2 and 8. The reading véos has 
been preserved in Nonnus (see Tischendorf), who says kal véos ahAos 
éraipos, one of his copies probably giving véos and another adAos. 

18-16. etme 77 Oupwpd Kat eiojyaye tov Nérpov. He told the maid, the 
door-keeper, and she admitted Peter. Erasmus was right in taking the 
Ovpwpos as the subject of cioyyaye. It is an idiomatic syntax fully 
illustrated by Jannaris in § 1712, whence I borrow the following 
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clear instances: Nehem.13-9 efra kal éxabapuray. 19 ela kal exrewav. 
Chron. 74-2 éxéAevoe xai éxavby. Such instances, according to Jannaris, 
are in reality condensed sentences, i. e. etra iva KAetowor kal exear. 
So in our passage, ele 77H Oupwpe@ iva eicaydyy Tov Ilérpov, kat 4 Ovpwpos 
clonyayev aitov. The idiom is still current ; Vlakhos v. cai ‘tov adpyoav 
kal dréOave, on Valaissé mourir.’ I. e. tov adynoav va rebavy Kal wéGave. 

18-16 to 27, We have probably here the original story of Peter’s 
denials, from which the Synoptics drew. But it is somewhat confused, 
having been tampered with from a desire to adapt it to the three 
denials recorded in the Synoptics, for the Church had finally adopted 
the story in that form; see also my note on 13-38. The repetitions in 
v. 25 in almost identically the same terms of vv.17 and 18 py Kai od éx 
tov pabyrav ef Tod dvOpwrov Tovrou and jy be Kai 6 [lérpos per atbtav éo- 
Tws kal Geppawopevos point, as is often the case, to an accretion; see 
my note on 11-5. Then cirov ovy aire of v. 25 must have as its subject 
ot dodAot Kat ot trnpéerae Of V. 18, and this subject would not have been 
left out had not cizov originally followed of dodAo kai of taypérar. 
Then it is strange that the maid asks Peter whether he was a disci- 
ple and nothing further happens; in fact, it is exceedingly strange 
that she presumed at all to put to Peter such an insulting question as 
whether he was a disciple of a public malefactor, when Peter was be- 
friended by a gentleman who must have been highly important in her 
eyes as an acquaintance of the high priest. The maid and her ques- 
tion, it seems to me, were merely intruded from Mk 14-66 with the 
design of completing the three denials. The suspicion of a manipula- 
tion is strengthened by the fact that in the Syr. Sinaiticus the exami- 
nation by the high priest precedes instead of following the introduction 
of Peter, and that the denial to the maid is not detached from the 
other denials. Lastly, both traditions are faulty, considering that 
they separate the examination from its result, i.e. from the carrying 
off of Jesus to the Roman authorities. 

What has happened seems to me to be this. When it was decided to 
effect the three denials by the inclusion of the episode of the maid, 
vv. 25 and 26 were removed to where they now stand with the 
addition of the introductory words jv de Ilérpos éoras Kal Oeppatvd- 
pevos and their place was filled in by that episode. 
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18-24. dméorerkev ody adtév 6 “Avvas SeSeucvoy mpds Kaidhay rdv 
dpxtepéa. Meyer : ‘In order to assign the hearing of vy. 19 to 21 to 
Caiaphas, some have taken critical liberties and placed vy. 24 after 
v. 14. So Cyril.’ There can be no question of a liberty at all in this 
transference. It possesses evidence of the highest value in its favour, 
that of the Syr. Sinaiticus, which however—more plausibly still— 
places the transference after vy. 13. By such a transference we are 
saved all sorts of far-fetched explanations. 

18-28. dyouow odv. When this verse is connected with v. 23, it is 
easily seen that the conjunction required is one of continuation and 
not a syllogistic one. The variant dé therefore is preferable to otv. 

Herford, Christianity in Talmud, p. 88: ‘It is stated there [in 
Gemara|] that Jesus was put to death on the eve of the Passover ; the 
Florence codex adds that it was also the eve of the Sabbath. This is 
probably dependent on the Gospel story, and it is interesting to note 
that it agrees more with the Gospel of John than with the Synoptics.’ 

18-38. ti éorw adnbera; What is the meaning of truth? For this 
force of éoriv as equivalent to the meaning of cf. 7-36 ris éotw otros 6 
Aoyos dv etre, what did he mean by what he said? 16-17 ri ear rodT05 
Aéyee ; Gal.4-24 drwa éorw adAnyopovpeva, the meaning of which is 
allegorical, Eph.4-9 ro d¢ avéBy ti éorw ; and what is the meaning of 
dvéBn ? ClemA. Protr.8-80 4 codia, 7 éotw 6 Adyos airod, the wisdom 
which means his word. Mk 9-10 ov€ynrotvtes ti éott 70 éx vexpOv ava- 
ornva. Mt 1-23. 9-13. 12-7. 27-33. 27-62. Lk 2-11. 12-1. Gal.1-7. 
3-16. Pilate did not follow what Jesus meant by dAnGea and answers 
petulantly What is this nonsense of yours about truth? and then he 
breaks off further examination as hopeless and goes out. In MGk, in 
answering impatiently, one would use exactly the same expression 
Ti 6a wy (= ri éort) dAnGea ; So Vlakhos v. eyw ‘ri a. <irn aire ; 
qu’est-ce que cela veut dire? que signifie cela ?’ See also note on 20-16. 
Expositors, by taking éorly as equivalent to 7s, make the conversation 
incomplete. The ancient readers were equally led astray, and think- 
ing that something was missing, sought to complete the passage by 
adding what has been preserved in 1Act.Pilat.ch.3 Aéye air@ o 
"Inoots ’AAjGeva é& otpavod. Aéyer 6 TAdros "Em yjs GAnGeva obk EorUy; 
Aéyet 6 Inaods 76 WAdro‘Opas of rHv éjGevav éyovres THs Kpivovrat dd 
TOV €xXOVTwV tiv eovolav ert y7s. 

G 
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19-5. iSe 6 dv@pwros. Pernot, Revue des Etudes grecques, no. 172, 
p. 366 : ‘La phrase célébre ne me semble pas avoir été bien entendue. 
Elle signifie simplement Voici Vhomme en question: Linguistiquement 
elle a pour équivalent le grec moderne courant va 6 dv@pwros ; comp. 
19-4 "I8e dyw ipiv airoy ew. C’est un cas ou Varticle a gardé quelque 
chose du démonstratif, ce qui se présente assez fréquemment en grec, 
comme en francais et ailleurs.’ 

19-15. dpov. Execute, destroy. So in Acts 21-36. Josep. Ant.16-1-1, 
both examples quoted by Bloomfield at Lk 23-18. Add Mart.Andr.13 
atpe Kav Hpas Tovs TOAAG duaprncavras. Act.Paul. Thec.32, and often. 
Originally the expression perhaps was aipw tiv xepadynv; so Act. 
Andr. Matth.25 éav dpwpev aitod tiv Kepadiy, if we behead him. 

19-17. Baordlwv éaut@ tov craupdv ééqdOev. This sounds as though 
the initiative in the carrying of the cross rested with Jesus. Noris éé- 
nAGev appropriate to a criminal who was led out to execution; it should 
be dany6y. But there is a variant Baordfwy airod, from which I con- 
jecture Bacralovtos aitod tov otavpov eéndOov, they went out, he (Jesus) 
carrying the cross. 

19-21. ot dpxvepets Tay “louSaiwy. Such a combination is not instanced 
elsewhere; nor could it be, since the dpyepets were but those of the 
Jews. Some documents, both Greek and versions, very properly omit 
tov lovdaiwv. Only a few lines higher up the chief priests are called 
simply dpyrepets, and there is no special reason why at this place they 
should need any qualification. 

19-23. Gppados, dvwHev Shavtds Sv Sdou. To the instances quoted by 
previous commentators regarding the meaning of 6’ 6XAov add Paus. 
3-17-6 dv dAov od« éorw eipyacpévov. 8-14-5 Ta dyddpata did mavros 
qmiotavto épyaler Oar xabarep eobyta é€vdpaivovtes. Orig. Cels.2-69 év 
pa Kat Ov GAwv (read 6c’ GAov) Hvopevyn wéetpa. Oxyr.Pap.1277 orpwpd- 
Tov Awév worKATav Ov dAov. Narr.Joseph.5 jy da ravrds (4 "Inoois) das. 

19-24. pi oxtowper adtdv AANA AdXwpev epi adtod. The Synoptics 
did not understand that the reason why no lots were cast for the 
xray was that it was a garment woven in one piece, which it would 
have been a pity to cut up; so they made the casting of the lots to 
apply to all the garments, although it would not matter if these were 
divided. In this particular also John’s account represents the original 
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legend. Meyer: ‘The account of John is more exact and complete 
than that of the Synoptics.’ 

19-26. “Inoods odv, i8dy thy pytépa Kal rév padyThy wapeordra dv 
hydta, Neyer TH pytpl Fuvar, 80d 6 vids cou" elra Néyer TH paynTA “180d 4 
pap cou. Kal di éxelyns tis Spas EXaBev adthy 6 padyris eis Ta (Sia. In 
my note on 18-8 (see also Mk 14-49 and Mt 26-56) I explain that the 
disciples deserted their master in the garden and scattered; and after 
the crucifixion they were so apprehensive that, as related in 20-19, 
they kept their door fastened during their gatherings for fear of 
molestation on the part of the mob. Peter too, when asked in the 
yard of the chief priest whether he was a disciple, had not the pluck 
to own it. How then could any disciple have dared to stand devoutly 
before the cross ? Therefore I distrust the genuineness of these verses. 
But if they are genuine, the disciple meant cannot be John ; nothing 
being said to the contrary, the Gospels must mean that he left the 
garden along with his fellows. Perhaps Mark was meant, the reason 
why his name has been suppressed being that explained in my note 
on 18-15. 

19-31, iva ph petvy emt tod otaupod Ta odpara év to oaBBdtw, This 
very skilfully by unforced steps leads to the lance thrust, which by 
the outflow of blood proved the continued vitality of the body. But 
the skill stops at this outflow, for when the vitality was ascertained 
one would have thought that the soldiers would have proceeded to the 
breaking of the legs. 

19-34. é&qOev ed80s ata kal Udwp. Modern critics, with the excep- 
tion of Hoffmann,Baumgirten, and Godet (see Meyer, p. 357, footnote), 
have failed to grasp the significance of the outflow of blood; hence 
countless physiological and other more or less fanciful explanations. 
But Origen saw it, for in Cels.2-69 he says ‘ rov ux) Tots Aourots vexpots 
Spotor, GAAL CwtiKa onpeia Kal ev TH vexporyte SelEavTa, TO Udwp Kat TO 
alua.’ The persistency of the blood was to show that no dissolution or 
corruption had been suffered by the body, in accordance with the 
prophecy of Ps.15-10 od8¢ ducers Tov dovdv cov ideiy dapGopdv. This in- 
corruptibility of Christ’s body became a frequent argument in early 
Christianity. In his speech reported in Acts 13-35 Paul dwells upon it, 
concluding that dv 82 6 beds iyeper odk cide diapOopdv. Peter also in 
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one of his speeches repeats that ovre x) cdp§ avrod elde SiadGopay ; see 
Acts 2-31. 

The following are the points of the belief held by early Apologists. 
(1) That Christ’s body did not suffer corruption, as explained above. 
(2) That the body was never polluted; it was shrouded év cwdove 
xaap@ with an enormous quantity of the aromatic spices prescribed 
by Jewish custom, and then deposited in a rock excavation newly 
made, in which no corpse had previously been interred. No hand of 
living man even touched the interior of this grave ; ef. Orig. Cels.2-69 
édeu ev KQLv@ kal kabapd yever ba puynpeio, va? tapi) xn THY Kabaporyra, 
da TOD ovpBorrKod SnAovpevynv ev TO axroreGeio Gat aitod TO copa ev 
pynpetw Kaw@ dheorGru, ovk ek Aoyddwv AMGwv oixodounbGerte kal THY Evwrw 
ov duaoixyy éxovti, GAN ev pug kat dv dAwy (read 8: GAov) rwmnevyn Térpa, 
Aarounry Kal Aakevt7. This anxiety to prove Christ’s perfect freedom 
from physical pollution out of deference to Jewish susceptibilities goes 
back to his entry into Jerusalem, when, we are told, the ass upon 
which he sat had not been ridden before. (3) That Christ did not 
linger in the grave but left it at once, the interval between interment 
and his reappearance being occupied by his descensus ad inferos for 
the purpose of conquering death and hell and preaching to the dead ; 
cf. 1 Pet.3-19 rots rvevpuace éxypvgev. 4-6 vexpots etnyyeAicOy. Accord- 
ing to Peter’s Gospel the preaching was completed before the dawn of 
the sabbath. 

Uswp. Showing that the body had not dried up. 

19-35. Kal 6 éwpaxds pepaptupyke—xal ddnOivy eotiy adtod 3 paptu- 
pla, Kaxeivos oidev Str GAO A€yer—iva Kal Spets morevonre. If what I 
argue in my note on 19-26 is convincing, this verse cannot be genuine, 
Were it genuine, it would here refer to John, but in that case we should 
have had not the perfect, but the present paprupe?, as in 21-24 ofrds 
éotw 6 pabyris 6 paptupav wept tovtwv. I have no doubt that it is an 
interpolation framed on the lines of 21-24 otrdés éorw 5 pabyrijs 5 
paptupav wept rovTwv Kal ypdwas Tatra, Kal oidamey Stu dAnbrjs éotw 
uaptupia airov. The interpolator probably replies to an antagonist who 
hadargued that the outflow of blood from a dead body was impossible. 

kdxeivos oiSey drt ddn Oy A€yer. A pointlessremark. Read é xvipros for 
kaxelvos. And the Lord knows that what the eye-witness says is true. 
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iva Kal Spets morevonte. This depends from penaptipynxe, the inter- 
vening words being a parenthesis. 

19-39. HABE SE kai NixdSypos dépwr plypa opdpyns Kal addons ds 
Nrpas éxardv. Bloomfield : ‘ Immense quantities of spices were burnt 
[at funerals], especially when great respect was meant to be shown to 
the dead. So Jos. Ant.15-3-4 notices the great quantity of Ovpudpara 
at the funeral of Aristobulus. And so, speaking of Herod’s funeral 
(Ant.17-10), he says that there were fifty dpwsaroddpo..’ Add Plut. 
Sull.38 A€yerar 8 tocotrov rAROos dpwudrwv elgeveyKeiy aiTd, ore, 
avev tav év dopypact d€éxa Kal diaxorlors diaxoplomevov, tacOAvar pev 
eldwrov edpuéyebes aitod SWAda, tAacOvar dé Kal paBdodyxov éx te Ae- 
Bavwrot rodutedots Kal xwapwmov. 2 Mac.4-49 ra zpds ri Kndelav 
aitav peyadorper@s éxopyynoay. 2 Paral.16-14 éGawWay airov Kat éxoi- 
pucav attoy éxi Tis KAivys, Kal éxAnoav dpwudrwv Kal yévn ptpwv pv- 
peWav kal éroinrav atta éexpopav peyaAnv ews opddpa. As is the case 
to-day with the quantity of flowers offered, so in those times the 
greater the weight of spices the more important the dead friend 
would appear in the eyes of the public ; that is why such an enormous 
weight as 100 litres is mentioned. 

20-2. épxetar mpds Zipwva Mérpov kat mpds Tov GAAov pabythy ov 
épiter 6 “Ingots. Here also I suspect that the original reading was 
mpos Tov véov pabyriv (see my note on 18-15), and that by the sub- 
stitution of tov d\Aov for tov véov and the addition of dv épiAe 6 Inoois, 
taken from 21-7, the passage was altered so that it might fit John, 
The remark in v. 8 that eventually the disciples in question saw 
and believed presupposes a previous disbelief; and such a disbelief 
cannot possibly be attributed to John. In v. 5 it is related that 
the disciple looked into the grave and saw the shroud but did not 
enter, and one does not understand why this detail; but the reason 
for its addition is clear if the disciple was Mark and if at some time 
his version was that he did see the body in the grave, a statement 
which the other disciples sought to refute by maintaining that Mark, 
distinguishing but imperfectly from outside, was deceived and took 
the shroud for the body. The difficulty attached to disbelief on the 
part of John must have been felt by others, for at v. 8 three minus- 
cules and twice Eusebius (see Tischendorf) give eidov xai ériorevoay 
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instead of eS cat émictevoe. At v.9 we have ovd¢ rw yap ndeoay TiVv 
ypadyv; who were the persons represented by the plural? They 
could not be the eleven. But & and old Latins read the singular, 
most probably meaning Mark. 

odk olSapev. Throughout this chapter it is Magdalen alone who 
speaks and acts. So oidaev must stand for ofa. In my note on 
Rom.1-5 I have commented ‘ éAdBopev = EAaBov. So Gal.1-8 etyyye- 
Anodpeba. 2 Pet.1-1 Ayiv (= epot) etc. In post-classical times the 
employment of the plural in the first person instead of the singular 
spread extensively, so that it occurs in demotic private letters. Cf. 
Oxyr.Pap.1479 Diropovow cipyxapev. 1481 jyiv. 1491 yor. For the 
plural, though a singular precedes, and vice versa, cf. Lk 23-14 and 15 
etpov—ypas ete. Probably also Eph.3-13 rats OAtpeot’ pov irép pov 
(Mss jpav).’ Add Gal.4-14 rov repacpov jpav (Mss tudv) év ry capxipov. 

20-7. Oewpet Ta d0dvia Keipeva, Kal Td couddpiov, 6 Hy éeml THs Kepadrs 
adtod, ob peTa Tv d0oviwy keipevoy GANA Xwpls evTeTuALypévoy Eis Eva 
tomov. There must have been some reason for giving this detail of the 
napkin of the head not lying together with the shroud, but apart in 
a place by itself and rolled up; but not knowing all the objections 
raised at the time, we shall probably never guess that reason. 

20-9. ob8€ Tw yap nderoav Thy ypadyy. Well translated by for as yet 
they knew not the Scripture, for ovd¢é rw = a simple ov rw, as oddev often 
= ov; cf, Lk 23-40. Acts 4-21, ete. Jannaris §§ 1798 and 1799: ‘ We 
very often find ovéev as mere equivalent of ov. Oidéy was reduced by 
aphaeresis to dev, a form ever since universally current in MGk,’ 
This evolution of od into ovdev or uz) into dev goes back to classical 
times ; cf. Plat. Soph.254¢ Adyou evdeeis pydev yeyvopeba. For odd€ rw or 
pndé to = ov rw or py ww cf. Luc.1VH.8 décor ot8€ rw kapropopycev 
eweAAov. Aeclian.VH.12-57 rpoojpaivovres ras doov ovd€ rw TUXas. Oxyr. 
Pap. Nos. 1424 and 1527, ete. 

20-15. kupre. Qu. Knrovpé. 

21-5, madia. The same as zaides, lads, boys, mates. Sophocles 
registers one example in this sense from the tenth century. Soin 
MGk vada and in French enfants. The diminutive addition very 
early after the classical period became a mere suffix. without any 
diminutive force ; Coraes has treated of this phenomenon in his Plu- 
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tarch. See my note on 21-8 andcf. Acts 5-6. The English translation 
children is incorrect, 

Bi] Te mpoopdyiov éxere; Here also the A.V. rendering have ye any 
meat is incorrect, and the R.V. have ye aught to eat has made things 
worse. Hpoodayiov is a synonym of dWov, anything eaten with bread 
to give it flavour and relish, as Liddell and Scott interpret owov. 
Hesychius ‘ dWov, pordayiov.’ That is why Clemens Alex. reproduces 
this sentence as yr te Gov éxere. And here, tpoo¢dyiov means dov in 
its signification of fish, of which Sophocles cites several instances. 
Liddell and Scott quote from Plut.2-667 f ro\Adv évtwv oWwv éexvevi- 
Kyxev 6 ixOis povos 7) parwora ye dWov xadeioba. And dyov eventually 
became [4 ]Wdpu| ov] (see Sophocles), which now is the only term for fish 
in use. That rpordayov here means fish is clear from Jesus telling the 
disciples that by casting the net again they would find zpooda-yiov. 

21-7. Nérpos, dkodoas ott 6 KUpids éomt, EBadev EauTdv eis Thy Oddac- 
gay. Ot $€ GAAot pabyTal TS TAoLaplw AAOov (od yap joav pakpav dd THs 
yiis GAN ds dd mxGv Siaxogiwv) adpovtes Td Sixtuov tay ixOdwv. The 
reason given for the other disciples returning in the boat, namely 
that it was lying but at a short distance from the shore, is surely 
meaningless. In what other way could they have returned whether 
the distance was short or long ? But the reason is rational if it was 
meant to explain how Peter was able to swim to the shore; he could 
do so because of the short distance. The parenthesis therefore should 
be removed to after €Badev éavrov eis tiv OdAaccay, and that is its 
place in the Syr. Sinaiticus. Baljon, however, v. Soden and Souter have 
ignored this variation. 

Mérpos tov érevSutyy SrelLdicaro (fv yap yupvds) kal €Bader autor eis 
thy Oddaccav. Overcoats are not put on when people are about to 
swim ; they are taken off. Instead therefore of the words dueLdcaro (jv 
yap yupvos) the genuine reading was merely arelacaro, took off. When 
this was misread as de{éoaro, a comment on the margin explaining 
the reason why Peter put on his coat was tranferred by another 
commentator into the text. 

ZBadev éaurdv eis Thy Oddacoay. Peter, in his impatience to join 
Jesus, would not wait.a minute until the boat was made ready 
to return, but preferred to swim out at once. 
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21-8. 7G mAovapiw. The same as +O wAotw. For the diminutive 
suffix see my note on 21-5. 

21-9. Bdérovow dvOpakidy keimevny Kal dydprov émKelpevov Kal apTov. 
The old Latin versions found xaopévyy, carbones incensos, and not 
keysevnv, and so did the Syr. Sinaiticus; and there ought to be no 
question that this reading, when considered on its own merits and 
apart from any preconceived notions as to the relative value of 
documents, is much preferable. Baljon, however, and Souter neglect 
kavopévnv. Further, it seems to me that xal dWapvov émixe(wevov must be 
an intrusion, for, in accordance with v. 10 évéyxate ad rdv dWapiwv 
Ov éridcare viv, the fish was yet to come from the catch in the net 
dragged out by Peter. The intrusion was probably made with an ob- 
ject, that of reconciling this text with dydpuoy of v. 13 (see my note on 
that verse), which was misunderstood to mean one fish. But in placing 
his words where he did, the interpolator did not perceive that he made 
the text read as though the bread also was lying upon the fire. 
Lastly, Syr. Sinaiticus adds xecyevov to aprov; the addition makes the 
meaning clearer, but is not indispensable. 

21-11. ’AvéBy ody Xipwv Nétpos kat eihkuce 7d Sixtuov eis Thy yh. A 
variant éveBy is preferable to avéBy, if we supply «is tiv Oadaccayv. It 
would state that Peter waded in and dragged the net out, as fisher- 
men do. On the other hand, dve@y means either he landed or he went 
aboard. The former interpretation would make Peter reach the shore 
after the arrival of the boat, and not before as was his intention; the 
latter would make him take unnecessary extra trouble by dragging 
the net out into the boat and thence upon the shore. The same 
variation in 6-17. 6-24. Mt 14-32. 15-39. : 

21-12. oddeis Sé erdApa Tay palytdv eberdoat adtdv od Tis et, eiSdTes 
dt 6 KUptos éottv. Words devoid of all sense where they stand; the 
explanations so far given are purely imaginative. But they would fit 
if the text was ovx ciddres instead of ciddres (for the loss of the nega- 
tive see my note on 5-46) and they followed y. 6in that form. Thus, 
when the disciples saw so much fish caught where there was none be- 
fore, they would wonder as to who it was that could perform such 
a miracle, in the same way as when Jesus calmed the waters (Mt 
8-27); but, being awed by the miracle, they were loath to put a dis- 
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respectful question ; for ris ef ci, as is evident from MGk, is another 
way of saying thow art nobody. It was John only who recognized the 
Lord. 

21-13. 7d dpdpiov. Not one fish, but fish collectively, as in MGk and 
I presume in all languages. Cf. Nehem.13-16 dépovres iyOiv (similarly 
orapvAjy in v. 15) cal racav rpaow rwdodvres. Ezech.47-9 fora exer 
ixlds roAvs. Num.11-22 ray 7d dos (= dWdpiov, see my note on 21- 
9) tis Oadacons. 

21-19. molw Oavdrw Sofdce tov Oedv. An old Latin variant ewm 
(meant probably for éavrdy) instead of rov bedv may represent the 
original reading. If so, doface: éavrov would be the same as dogac6y- 
oerat, he will die ; see my notes on 12-16 dre edoédoOy 6 “Iycots and 17- 
19 dyidfw éuavrov. But 1Pet.4-16 dofalérw tov Geov év TO OvOpatt TOUT, 
to which commentators refer as a parallel, is different; it means let 
him render thanks to God for being a Christian, Phil.1-20 peyadvv6n- 
oerat Xpioros ev TG copari pov Would be an imitation of our passage 
after éavrov became rov Geov. 

21-20. émotpadels 6 Mértpos Bremer tov pabythy Ev Hydra 6 “Inoods 
a&xoXouSouvta. When Jesus bade Peter follow him, he meant that Peter 
was to die as he himself had died. If now John was also following, 
it would mean that he was also to die. But thus the point of this 
episode is ruined, for, as the context shows, an idea prevailed, born 
of his old age, that John would live on until the revelation. There- 
fore dxo\ovOotvra is not right. It is another case of the loss of the 
negative (see my note on 5-46), ov« having dropped out before dx[oAov- 
Gotvra].1 After this loss some students must have felt the unsuitability 
of dxo\ovOotvra, for & and an old Latin Ms do not record it; of this 
variation Baljon takes no notice. 


1 I now see in y. Manen’s Conjecturaal Kritiek that in this conjecture 
I have been anticipated by Venema. 
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1-5. mpwtdtokos Tav vexpdv. This should be rpwrdroxos éx tTav veKpaov, 
as it stands in Col.1-18, for Jesus was not the firstborn of the dead, 
but the first to emerge from the dead at the rebirth. Cf. also Acts 26- 
23 apa@ros e& dvactacews vexpav. 

1-9. & tf Odiper Kal Baordela kai Gnopovy. The reading Bacir«<ia, 
placed as it is between the words OAipe and izopovp, should express, 
as they do, some kind of suffering, whereas it expresses the contrary. 
The right reading is supplied in 2-9 ri Odtbw Kal THY Trwxelav Kal 
Tiv Bracdnptav, in accordance with which we should read BAacdypia. 
Cf. also Eph.4-31 aixpia cat Ovpos kal dpy7 Kal kpavyn cai BAacdypia. 
It means a curse in the sense of woe. 

év *Inood. By the help of Jesus. 

1-15. kapivw wetrupwpévns. A genitival solecism. Cf. Rom.4-17 6d 
tod Lworowodvros. 2Mac.1-2 zpos "ABpadp kai “Ioadk kai “laxd®B tov 
SovAwv. 1 Act.Pil.16-5 xabeCopevov dudacKovros. Mart.Petr.ch.3 xararecov- 
Tos aitod éxAvbeis cvoTn. Act.Phil.139 kxarépuyov ywwoxovtos. Act. 
Toan.10 rov pdyov ws pa cKevacavtos. Gen.24-30 avOpwrov éxrnxkotos. 
Just.341e Pbeyyopevov atrovs ds ywopévuv. 

2-3. €Bdotacas. The version thou didst bear is not accurate; the 
exact rendering is thou didst keep firm, thou didst not give in; so in 
MGk, cf. Vlakhos v.Bacrd ‘ Bacra! [pp.], courage! Baora cada! tenez 
ferme ! tenez bon!’ 

kal od kekoriaxas. The English version and hast not grown weary 
and Arethas’s xai oi« dmrnydpevoas are both due to a happy surmise as 
to what the context requires. But the text means and thow hast not 
laboured. In order to render the correct sense in accordance with the 
English version we must correct kat ov« éxxexoriaxas. I have not met 
with éxxomudfew elsewhere, but éxxapveww (to grow weary), of which it 
is a synonym, is pretty frequent. Besides Sophocles registers dzo- 
Ko7ow (= ékxordw) from Dionysios of Alexandria. A similar error in 
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Hebr.12-3 wa ji) képyre tats Yryais iudv éxAvdmevor, where we must 
read éxxdunyre, the sense being that you may not grow weary of your 
souls becoming exhausted (by suffering). Cf. Nicol.Damas. (Coraes’s 
edition, p. 232) pacrevwr Mapordvdny ekéxape,he grew weary of searching 
for Parsondes. In Lk 18-1 also the right word probably is éxxaxedy 
and not éyxaxeiy. Cf. also droxdyvew. 

2-22. Baddw adtiy eis kAivny Kal Tods potxetovTas peT adris els OAiQur. 
It is clear from the context that «Ady conceals a kind of punishment, 
and from the Armenian version xduuwov, recorded by Tischendorf, 
combined with «Aimy, I had guessed that the original reading was 
xAiBavov, and I have since seen in Souter that this is the word that 
the Armenians give, both the Oldand the Vulgate. Jezebel was to be 
cast into an oven as worthless sticks unfit for any other purpose than 
for fuel to heat an oven with. Cf. Mt 6-30 rov yoprov rod &ypod o7jpepor 
dvta Kal avipiov eis KA¢Bavov BadAdpuevor. 

2-24. ta Baba tod Latava, ds A€youow. A sneer at the Gnostics who 
claimed that éyyvwoay 7a Babéa. The author retorts to them that their 
recondite (as they call it) wisdom is that derived by them from Satan. 

2-27. troipavet adtods ev Ad BSw ordnp4a, ds TA oKEUY TA KEpapLKa ourTpi- 
Berar. The passage is not sound, nor is it remedied by adopting the 
variant cuvrpiSyoera, as Wordsworth and other scholars have done. 
The future would fit if it were in the plural in accordance with airovs. 
I think originally the text ran kai ovvrpiver aitods ds TA oKEvy TA KEpa- 
puxa ovvtpiBerar, and (the victor) shall shatter them as earthen pots are 
shattered. My addition harmonizes the sentence with its prototype in 
Ps.2-9 zomaveis atrovs év paBdw odnpa, ds oxedos Kepapéws cvvtpipes 
airovs. Cf. also Jer.19-11 otrws cuvtpivw tiv adv Todrov Kaos ovTpé- 
Bera dyyos éatpdxwov. Judg.14-6 cvvérpupey aitov doe ovvrpipe 
épidor aiyav. 

3-9. i80d, 8186 éx THs cuvaywyfs. No sense. In the preceding verse 
there is an allusion to a persecution of the Philadelphian Church, 
and by the above words the Son of Man promises to humble the perse- 
cuting Jews before that Church, avenging her on their synagogue. 
Thus I think the above sentence originally read *Idov, éxdux® oe €k 
rhs cvvaywyns, Behold, I avenge thee on the synagogue. For the syntax, 
which apparently is a Latinism vindico te ab synagoga, cf. 6-10 e€KOu- 
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Keis TO alpa Hpav ex av KatouKovvrwv. 19-2 éedixnoe Td alua ex xeLpos 
airfs. Lk18-3 éxdicnodv pe dd Tod dvtidikov pov. Deut.18-19 €xOLKH OW 
é€ airod. 

3-17. odSev (= od, see my note on Jn 20-9) xpetav éxw, Exactly what 
is preserved in MGk in the phrase dév exw dvéy«n, which in a feeling 
of independence or contempt is quite currently employed, meaning 
I care not, I am indifferent whatever people may do to, or say or think 
of, me. This phrase recurs in 1 Cor.7-37 ju) éxwv dvdy«nv, caring no- 
thing, fearing nothing. 1 Thes.4-12 iva pydevos xpeiav éxnte. Sir.11-23 
py elas Tis €ore pov xpeta; A similar phrase is Mt 22-16 od pede cor 
rept ovdevds. 1Pet.3-6 pip PoBovpevar pndeplay rronow. Lucian.Paras. 
52 ovdév aire pédov dv of dvOpwrrot otovrat rept abrov. Jn 2-25 ov xpelav 
elye iva Tis papTupycn. 

3-19. {ydeve odv kal petavdnoov. Evidently fjAeve is unsound, for it 
means be jealous, which is quite unsuitable, and not be zealous which 
might perhaps do; the variant ¢jAwcov would give this meaning, but 
it looks like a correction of ¢7jAeve by some scribe who felt its unfit- 
ness. A better reading is recorded by Primasius (6th century), i.e. 
crede, wioreve. But I think that the right word is vyoreve, for some 
sort of self-infliction as a sign of repentance for past sins, as is en- 
joined by the Spirit, seems best to fit the context. Repentance would 
of course be accompanied by fervent prayers, and it was customary to 
fast whilst such prayers lasted. For instance, 2 Kings 12-16 éfyrnce 
(= prayed) Aavid tov Gedy rept rod radaplov Kal évjotevoe. 2 Esdr.$-21 
éxddeoa vyorelav TOU TarevwOjvat evoriov Tod Geod Hudv Cytioa (= pray) 
map avrov 6ddv evbetay. Cf. also Nehem.1-4 érév6noa juépas Kal nun 
vnotevuv Kat tporevxomevos. Joel 2-12 érurtpadyre (=peravoncare) tpds 
pe €v vyoreig. 1 Kings 7-6 évyorevoay kal etrav quaptyxapev. Sir.31-31 
vnotevov éri tov éuaptiav. Just.1Apol.61 e’xecGal re kai airety vryorev- 
ovTas Tapa TOD Heod Td NuapTnuevww dpeow. So Esther, when she wishes 
her people to pray for success in her venture, bids them fast. 

5-4, od8els d§ios ebpédn dvotéar td BiBAiov. Paspati points out that 
aos here does not signify worthy, as the English version translates, 
but ixavos, able, capable. It is so currently employed in MGk. Vlakhos 
v. déwos ‘capable ; propre a; bon a.’ 

6-6. xotw§ aitou Syvapiou kal tpeis XoiviKes KpiOdv Syvapiou, Kal 7d 
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eXatov Kal tov olvor pi ASixyoys. Bloomfield ‘the price subjoined (which 
has been proved to be enormous, nearly twenty times the usual one) 
is meant to intimate the excessive scarcity and dearness of the arti- 
cles.’ Some such allusion ought also to be expressed to the oil and wine, 
which ddixjoys does not express. The original reading, it seems to me, 
Was ov pu) Soxyidcoes, thou wilt not taste, thou wilt not so much as get 
a taste of, so expensive will oil and wine become. I have not traced 
any passages where doxiualew is equivalent to ¢o taste, but in MGk 
doxiudfw is a specific term for this sense. Vlikhos ‘ 8oxiudlw, goiter ; 
Soxiudoare dx’ aitd Td yAvcvopa, gottez de ce pate.’ But even if we 
took doxiuagew in its more usual signification of to sample, it will suit 
the context quite well. A similar allusion to dearness in a time of 
scarcity we have in 4 Kings 6-25 éyevyj@n xehadi) dvov tevtiKovTa dp- 
yuplov kai réraptov Tov KaBov Kézpou Tepiotepav TEevTE apyupiov. 

6-17. 4 Hepa A peyddn THs dpyys adrav. The version the great day 
of their wrath is too literal and obscure; in fact, Jam not sure that it 
is not due to a misunderstanding of the sense. The meaning is the 
great day of their curse (passively) or woe, the day when the curse (of 
God) will fall upon them. Cf. Lk 21-23 écra: yap dpy?) To AaG TovTw. 
In MGk it is a current curse to say va cé wdpyn 7) dpyy, the original 
form of which must have been va cé rapy  dpy? Tod Geod. Vlakhos v. 
dpyy) ‘va tov zapy 4 dpyy! que le diable l'emporte!’ The sentence 
therefore is the same as 4 juépa 7 peyddn Tod dpyOjvar airovs, the 
verb being passive; see my note on 11-18. 

7-10. doivixes €v Tais xepatv attav kal KpdLouvor duvh peyddn AéyorTes 
‘H owrnpia To Ged, A reminiscence of Jn 12-13 é\aBov 7a Baia tov gpor- 
vikwv Kai é&pAOov eis txdvrncw aitG kal expavyalov ‘Qoavvd. The words 
curnpia 7S GeO means the biessing to God, or God be blessed. For cwrypia 
represents salaam, the usual Oriental salutation or blessing, which I 
was told literally signifies salvation, cwrnpia. Cf. Ps.68-30 7 owrypia 
Tov Tporwrov cou dyTeAdBer6 pou, thy blessing has succoured me. 1 Paral. 
16-23 doare TG kupiv, dvayyeiAate cwrypiay airod, voice blessings to him. 
2 Kings 19-2 éyévero ) cwrnpia cis révOos, the blessing or happiness 
turned to mourning. This blessing or salaam is more frequently ex- 
pressed by eipyvy. Cf. Hebr.7-3 Baorrels Sadnp (= Saraap), 6 eore 
Bacreds cipyvys, etc. 
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10-7. xpdvos obkére Zotar, AMAA ev Tals pepats THs pwvijs Tod EBSopou 
dyyédou Stay pé\Ay cadtifew Kal erehéoOy 7d puoryjpiov. The variants 
éore for érrar and redeoOy for érehéoOy are perfectly in keeping with 
the context. The angel swore that it is not yet time (for the end ofthe 
world), but (that it will be brought about) in the days when the 
seventh angel will sound his trumpet and the divine mystery will be 
accomplished. The readings éorau and éreAéoGy have nothing to re- 
commend them except the preconceived notions as to the absolute 
authority of certain Mss. Such notions have been disastrous to the 
establishment of a rational text. 

11-18. 1d €Ovy dpylobqoav=ra LOv7 KareAjpOnoayv io ris épyis (rod 
60d), the nations were overtaken by (God’s) curse, were punished, The 
version the nations were wroth misses the sense altogether and is due 
to not realizing the passive force of épyicOycav. So éuvycby passively 
in 16-19, At Hyper.Epit.35 Kenyon observes ‘ duyynobar fortasse pas- 
sive usurpatum ut apud Platonem zepinyjoGa.’ In my note upon 
Rom.3-9 I have produced several examples of passives formed from 
deponents. For the sense of dpyi) see my note on 6-17. 

12-11. 8:4 td atpo. The same as dia tod aiparos. Cf.13-14 dia 7a 
onpeta = dua TOV onuciwv. Rom.15-15 éravapipyvycKwy bua THY Xap, 
whereas 12-3 Aéyw Sua THs xdpiros. Jannaris § 1534: ‘ When with the 
opening of the transitional period [ a. Dp. 300-600] the construction of 
all prepositions became uniform by substituting the accusative for the 
other oblique cases, the various meanings of dia with genitive were 
naturally transferred to its accusatival construction.’ The Revisers 
have spoilt the meaning by substituting because of the blood for the 
A.V. by the blood, being too much influenced by Attic usage. A nota- 
ble example of the adverse influence of Attic upon the understanding 
of a N.T. text is Lk 6-35 pndey dreAriCovres, which the A.V. correctly 
renders hoping for nothing again (better in return) in accordance with 
the context, but which the Revisers ruined by substituting never de- 
spatring in spite of v. 34 éay daveiLyte wap av éAmilete AaBeiv. 

14-2. év tais kiOdpats. The same as a simple dative; see my note on 
Jn 11-10. 

14-6. edayyéhtoy aidviov. The English versions translate an ever- 
lasting or eternal gospel. The real sense is a@ gospel fixed from times 
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immemorial. So according to Eph.3-11 the Church was formed kare 
tpobecw Tov alovwv = Kata aldviov mpiberw, according to a purpose 
fixed from times immemorial. 

14-8. otvou rod Supod. The same as buudSovs oivov, hot-tempered 
wine, a well-known periphrasis; cf. Col.1-13 viod rijs dyarns = aya- 
myrov viovd. Hebr.1-3 fryare ris duvduews = pare dvvara, ete. For 
Ovpos as applied to wine cf. Deut.32-33 bypds Spaxdvrwr & olvos abrav 
Kal Oypos dowidwv dviaros. Hos.7-5 jpavro of dpxovres Ovpodcbar eé oivov. 

€k Tod olvou Tod Oupod rijs mopretas adrijs. From the hot-tempered or 
passionate wine of her fornication, from her passionate lewdness. 

14-13. val, Aéyet 1d mvedpa, tva dvamaryoovtar ex Tov KéTwY adTay. 
Yea, says the spirit, let them rest from their labours. The subjunctive 
with iva as equivalent to an imperative is a well-known idiom, of 
which I have cited several instances at Rom.16-2, tracing it back to 
classical times by referring to Plato, Gorg.454b add’ Wa pi) Oavpd£ys 
= GAG pH Gavpale. The voice had said that those dying now are 
paxdpor, and the spirit answers Yea, they are paxapio, let them now 
rest and enjoy their paxapiorns. 

dxodoubet per adtav. The same as dxodovOe? atrots. For in Hellen- 
istic times pera with the genitive often replaced the dative. Cf. Mk 6- 
50 éAdAnoe per aitav. Lk 10-36 roujoas 76 €Xcos per aitov. Acts 9-39 
boa éroier per aitév. Tob.12-6 éroince peO tyav. 2Esdr.6-8 py roré 
Te Touponre peta TOY TperBuTépwv (= Tots tperBuTepois, Kata TaV TpE- 
oBurépwr), etc. See also Jannaris § 1607, 3. ’Axodovbety pera is used in 
a different sense, see Cobet, Var. Lec. page 22. The A.V. correctly 
follow them, spoilt by the Revisers into follow with them. 

17-5. dvowa yeypappévoy puotyptov BaBudow # peyddn. No satisfactory 
explanation of pvar7jpiov has so far been forthcoming. As suggested 
in my note on Rom.2-29, it may be a play upon pitoos or proapds. 
Cf. Euseb. EH.4-7 pvoraywyias 7) Kal padAov proaporottas. Or perhaps 
it is a corruption of pucapov, due to the proximity of pvorypiov in v. 7. 

17-16. Apnpopéryy ojcouaw adtyy. They will work havoc upon her, 
as indicated by the MGk fnudlo, I work havoc upon. Vlakhos ‘ pypalw, 
dévaster?. Similarly 18-16 #pyy66n 6 tocotros zodTos, so much opu- 
lence has suffered havoc. In an analogous sense épypwors in Dan.(LXX) 
11-31 and Lk 21-20. 
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18-5. éxohAnPnoay adtijs at duaptiat axpt tod odpavod. Probably 
a reminiscence of 2 Esdr.9-6 ai rAynppéAccar Hudy eueyadtvOnoay ews cis 
tov ovpavov. If so, is ékoAAnOnocay sound, or has it taken the place of 
another verb denoting éweyadvvOncav? If sound, it must have been used 
as an equivalent of nyywarv. Cf. Jer.28-9 pyyicey «is otpavoy TO Kpiwa 
airjs. Dan (LXX) 4-5  xopypy aitod yyywev Ews rod otpavod. But I 
have not encountered another example of such a usage except perhaps 
Zach.14-5 éyxohAnOyoerar papoyé dpéwv ews "lacd6. 

21-17. €uérpnoe 1d teixos abriis exatdv TecoapdKovta Tecadpwy 1HXav. 
As the dimensions of length, width, and height were already given 
in the foregoing, the measurement of 144 cubits must refer to another 
particular, and there is none left unspecified except that of thickness, 
a particular no less essential than those of length, width, and height. 
Substitute therefore réyos for TELXOS. 

pétpov dvOpaérou, 8 €orw dyyédou, The scribe, who found re?xos in his 
text and applied it to the perimeter of the wall, must have felt be- 
wildered by the excessively meagre measurement of 144 cubits as 
compared with the other dimensions. He got out of his difficulty by 
assuming that the measure of a man really meant the measure of an 
angel, and as such an immense measure. 
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